


es BYZANTINA KEIMENA KAI MEAETAI 
7 


THE ECCLESIASTICAL CONTROVERSY BETWEEN ; 
THE KINGDOM OF NICAEA AND THE PRINCIPALITY . 


| 

| 

OF EPIROS (1217 - 1233) 7 
APOSTOLOS D. KARPOZILOS 


thes ; 





, ree ANS atelit aR ~ >i 
—. aoe gee ees 


KENTPON BYZANTINQN EPEYNQN 
@EZZAAONIKH 1973 





a 
“, 

















a 
Bibliography eee eee eee eee er ery 
J La 


» a 


Introduction eeee ates we teeeeeeeees 
rear” 
Bibliographical Note eecrendeone * 


Pe 







ee ae 
Summary .......... 
Peed 


Index «++ +seereeeeeeeee 











BIBLIOGRAPHY 


I. PRIMARY SOURCES 


Acropolites, George. Opera I, ed. Au 
Bury, J.B. «nedita 
(1897), 526-537, 

Chronicle of Morea. Greek version ed. by J. Schmitt, (London, 1904). 

Délger, F. Regesten der Kaiserurkunden des ostrémischen Reiches, pt. 3 
(1204-1282), (Munich-Berlin, 1932). 

Drinoy, M. «O neckotorikh trydakh Dimitrija Khomatiana kak istéricheskom 
materialie», Vizantiiski Vremennik, 11 (1895), 1-23. 

Ephraim. Chronographia, ed. 1. Bekker, (Bonn, 1840), 

Gregoras, Nicephoros. Byzantina historia, ed. L. Schopen and I. Bekker 
3 vols. (Bonn, 1829-55). 

Halkin, F. Bibliotheca Hagiographica Graeca, 3 vols. (Brussels, 1957). 

Heisenberg, August. «Neue Quellen zur Geschichte des Lateinischen Kai- 
sertums und der Kirchenunion», pts. I-III], in Sitzungsberichte der 
Bayerischen Akademie der Wissenschaften. Philosophisch-historische Klas- 
se, (1922-1923), Abh. 2-3, 5; 3-75; 3-56; 3-96. 

Hoeck, J. and R. Loenertz. «Nikolaos - Nektarios von Otranto Abt von Ca- 
sole», Studia Patristica et Byzantina, XI (Ettal, 1965). 

Job Monachos, Vita S. Theodorae Reginae in Migne PG, vol. 127: cols. 903-908. 

Kurtz, E, «Cnristophoros von Ankyra als Exarch des Patriarchen Germanos 
II», Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XVI (1907), 120-142. 

— «Tri cinodalnich gramoti Mitropolita Ephesskago Nikolaja Mesarita». 
Vizantiiski Vremennik, XII (1906), 99-444. 
Laurent, V. Les Regestes des Actes du Patriarcat de Constantinople, Fasc. IV. 
Les Regestes de 1208 a 1309, (Paris, 1971). 

Lemerle, P. «Trois actes du despot d’Epire Michel II concernant Corfou 
connus en traduction latine», Zeocpoga eic Lridnwva Kugvaxidn, (Thes- 
salonica, 1953), 405-426. : 

Leonertz, R. «Lettre de Georges Bardanes, Metropolite de Corcyre au patri- 
arche oecumenique Germain II», ’Ezertnglc ‘Eraigeiag Bulavtwav Znov- 
dav, XXXIII (1964), 87-118. 

Miyana *Axopwdtov to} Xwvidrov ta Lwldpeva. ed. Spyridon Lampres, 2 
vols., (Athens, 1879-80). a. 

Miklosich F. a J. Miiller. Acta et Diplomata Graeca Medii Aevi, 6 vols, 


gust Heisenberg, (Leipzig, 1903). 
Nicephori Blemmydae», Byzantinische Leitschrift, VI 





Mustoxides, A. Delle Cose Corciresi, (Corfu, 1848). a 

Nicephoros Blemmydes. Curriculum vitae et carmina, ed. A. Heisenberg 
(Leipzig, 1896). . 

Nicetas Choniates. Historia, ed. I. Bekker, (Bonn, 1835). 


ees. 


(Vienna, 1860-1890). ee | ing 










— 


: Cing actes inédits du ae Autoreianos, 
; T 1 r T F - : 
Qikonomides, ie Byzantines, xX XV (1967), a i e 
Revue aon i" @AOnvatxs éy tod IB’ xat IT” aldivoc,» Agnovia, 
-Kera a , 
Pa adopoulos -924, 273-294. ; 
: Il (1902). Langa Srayvohoyias, 9 vols (St. Petersburg, 1891-98) 
_ ?Avddexta Tego Biphodien & vols (St. Petersburg, 1891-99), 
= <Teooohvpitv7l bina ar) Nixnrac Xowarns,» Tecoagaxovraetnoic tiie 


> / "And a] ¢ 
ae Kévtov, (Athens, 1909), 378-382. 
a 


Vizantiiskt Vremennik, XIII (1906), 384-354, 


— 


. a) ; ‘ 
te ae ee Toawlvav uete THY PPXYXIXhY xaTdxTHaL Tite 
- Sa ay TIVOUTPOAES,» Aehrlov ti “Torogixnjs cas Edvohoyixiic “Exaigelac 
wvor : 


si I (1891), 451-455. 
: inate of waa ate doyrerraxomas “Axpldoc,» Sbornik Statei 
V.I. Lamanskomu, I (1907), 226-250. 
_— @pvodind yoduparra Twdvvov tod “Aroxatxov, MntporoAtrou Naumdg- 
you,» Botavtis, I (1909), 3-30. ; : 
Petrides, §. «Jean Apocaucos, lettres et autres documents inedits», Bulletin de 
V’Institut archéologique Russe a4 Constantinople, XIV (1909), 1-32. 
Pitra, Joannes B. Analecta sacra et classica, Spicilegio solesmensi parata, 
VI (Paris-Rome, 1891). 
Rhalles, G. and M. Potles. Lvvtaypa tdv Oclwv xai ‘legdv Kavdvwv, 6 vols 
(Athens, 1852-59). 
Sathas, C. Bibliotheca Graeca Medii Aevi, 7 vols. (Venice, 1872-94), 
Scutariotes Theodore. ’Avwripov Lvvoyic Xoovixy, in C. Sathas, Bibliotheca 
Medwi Aevi, VII (Venice, 1894). 
Tafel, G. and G. Thomas. Urkunden zur dlteren Handels und Staatsgeschichte 
a der Republik Venedig, 3 vols. (Vienna, 1856). 
an ig ‘Epirotica saeculi XIIIv, Vizantiiski Vremennik, III (1896), 


Villehardouin, Geoffroy de. La Conquéte de Constantinople, ed. Edmond Fa- 
ral, 2 vols, (Paris, 1938-1939), 


Zonaras Ioannes, Epi Se aw 
» Lpitomae historiarum Lib i Z : 
Wobst, (Bonn, 1897) m Libri XIII-XVIII, ed. Th. Bittner 


Il. SECONDARY WORKS 
Alexander, P. (The Stre 


zantine Eyes», oe a Empire and C 


apital as Seen through By- 
Alivj : peculum, XX 
Wizatos, H. ‘7 Oixovonia xara to XVII (196 


), 339-357. 
olac, “avovixdr dt: oe ; : 
Andreeva, Shared 1949) xavov tic "Oeboddéou °Exxsn 


: » Ucerki po kulture vy; ; 
ery ge (res, 1 
Sonat und Volk ys eet in Byzantium, (Oxford, 1957). 
thane Konstantinopels, Bayerische Akademie der 
= og? Heft 6, (Munich, 1966). _ 
™ byzantinischen Reich, (Munich, 





5 


Bees, N, A. «Manassis der Metropolit von Naupaktos ist identisch mit dem 
Schrifsteller Konstantinos Manassis», Byzantinisch-neugriechische Jahr- 
bicher, VIL (1930), 119-430, 
«Aéov MavovhA Maxods, émloxomoc Berrac, Kaxdoonlens, Matpomoatens 
Aaptoans, XpvooBeoyng Mntponontens Koptwov,» *Emernols “Exrawpelag 
Bulavtway Xnovddv, IL (1925), 122-148. 
Brand, G. Byzantium Cofronts the West, 1180-1204, (Cambridge, Mass. 1968). 
Brehier, L. Les Institutions de Vempire Byzantin, (Paris, 1949). 
Brightman, F.E. «Byzantine Imperial Coronations», The Journal of Theo- 
logical Studies, Il (1904), 359-392. 
Charanis, P. «The Imperial Crown Modiolus and its constitutional Signi- 
ficance», Byzantion, XII (1937), 189-195. 
— «On the Asiatic Frontiers of the Empire of Nicaea», Orientalia Chri- 
stiana Periodica, XIII (1947), 58-62. 
— «On the Social Structure and Economic Organization of the Byzantine 
Empire in the XIIle and Later», Byzantinoslavica, X11 (1951), 94-153. 
Chatzepsaltes, K. «“H ’Exxanola Kimpov ual 7d év Nixalg Olxovyewxdy Ila- 
TeLapyetov KZoyouévov t05 II” ulavoc,» Kumpiaxal Xnovdal, XXVIII (1964), 
141-168. 
— ««Lyéoers the Komoov mods 7d év Nixate Bulavervoy Koartoc,» Kumpraxal 
Urovdat, XV (1951), 65-82. 
Christophilopoulou, A. @Exioyn, "Avaydpeverg xal Lcélic rob Bulavetivob 
Abtoxp&topoc,» Ipaypateia ric “Axadnplas “AOnyvav», XXII (1956). 
van Dieten, J.-L., «Niketas Choniates, Erlauterungen zu den Reden und 
Briefen nebst einer Biographies, in Supplementa Byzantina 11 (Ber- 
lint; 4974), 
Délger, F. Byzanz und die europdische Staatenwelt, (Ettal, 1953). z 
Elissen, A. Michael Akominatos von Chonae, Erzbischof von Athen, (Géttin- 
gen, 1846). ; 
Ferjantic, B. Despoti u vizantiji i juznoslovenskim zemljama, (Belgrade, 1360). 
Gardner, A. The Lascarids of Nicaea: The Story of an Empire in Exile, (Lon- 
don, 1912). : 
Geanakoplos, D. Emperor Michael Palaeologus and the West, (Cambriage, 
Mass., 1959). a ee 
Gelzer, H. «Ungedruckte und wenig bekannte Bistiimerverzeichnisse der 
Orientalischen Kirche», Byzantinische Zeitschrift, 11 (1893), 22-72. 
Gerland, E. Geschichte des Lateinischen Kaiserreiches von Konstantinopel, 
2 vols. (Homburg v. d. Hohe, 1905). : 
aka H da politique agraire des Empereus de Nicée,» By- 
zantion, XXVIII (1958), 54-66. 
Grumel, V. Traite d’Etudes Byzantines. La Chronologie, (Paria, 1958). 
Guilland, R. «Etudes sur Vhistoire administrative de l’empire byzantin, 
"le despote», Revue des Etudes Byzantines, XVII (1959), 52-89, 
— «Recherches sur les institutions hegre 2 vols., Berliner Byza- 
ntinischen Arbeiten, XXXV (Berlin, 1967). ; os = 
Hajjar, P.J. «Le synode permanent dans ’Bglise Byzantine des origines 
‘au XI siecle», Orientalia Christiana Analecta, CLXIV (Rome, 196, 


72 








ry) 


yetropolitico nella Chiesa Bizantinay, Qp;. 
. . ey ieen Periodica, XIII (1947), 522-550. 
entalia C Teot 7d Cymax HS yeveosoe THS Apytetioxoriic Axdady,» 
idares, G. «I DBrerwore ric Osohoyimijc Zyodie, XVI (1968), 223-994 
» Earn eoverl) me xal se gaune yal EXKANOLKOTLXDS a> untedmortc ce 
«lléte mapixtt cee f Nodrraxtos 5» Tlengayyéva 0’ AtsOvode Botayes. 
eats Sees (Athens, 1956), 150-205. 
ee teyleitiain de la conquete de Constantinople: les tentatives 
Janin, es eAu des églises, 1204-1208», Echos d’Orient, XXXII (1983), 5-94. 
Kurtz St Bardanes, Metropolit von Kerkyra», Byzantinische Zeit. 
‘shrift, XV (1906), 603-613. 
Lagopates, S. Teouaves B TTarevaeyns 


1240, (Tripolis, 1913). | 
Laurent, V. «La Chronologie des Patriarches de Constantinople au XIIIs 


1208-1309», Revue des Etudes Byzantines, XXVIT (1969), 129-149, ° 
_ «Lidée de guerre sainte et la tradition byzantine», Reeue Historique du 
Sud-Est Europeen XXIII (1946), 71-98. 
— (Le titre de patriarche oecumenique et la signature patriarcale», Revue 
des Etudes Byzantines VI (1948), 5-26. 
Longnon, J. «La reprise de Salonique par les Grecs en 1224», Actes du VIe 
Congrés International d’ Etudes Byzantines, I (Paris, 1950), 141-146, 
Meliarakes, A. ‘/otogia tod Baothelov tic Nixaiag xai tod Asonotdtov ric °H- 
zeloov, (Athens, 1898). 
Nicol, D.M. The Despotate of Epiros, (Oxford, 1957). 
— «Ecclesiastical Relations between the Despotate of Epirus and the King- 
dom of Nicaea», Byzantion XXII (1952), 207-228. 
Norden, W. Das Papsttum und Byzanz, (Berlin, 1903). 
Nystazopoulou, M. «OQ “Adanxdc tot} émoxérov ’Adaving @eoddpov xal 4 
ele tov Opdvov dviopnatc T'epuavod tod B’,» *Enernoic “Eraietag Bulart- 
vav Xnovddy, XXXII (1964), 270-278. 
Ostrogorsky, G. History of the Byzantine State, transl. by J. Hussey, (Ox- 
ford, 1969). 
= Ea aise Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XLIV, (1954), 448-460. 
alsersalbung und Schilderhebung im spatbyzantinischen Kré- 
Papado es atten Historia, IV (1955), 246-256. 
: ne an el elg t& Epiroticay, Vizantiiski Vre- 
apadriano ae . 
#3 es te oe ae oe Laskaris bio vizantijski car?» Zbornik 
a IX (1966), 217-222. 


Pargoire, J. «Nichol : 
, : as Me 5 3 -, ‘ 
_ VI (1904), “Si Oa Métropolite d’ Kphése», Echos d’Orient, 
Petit, L. «Du pouvoir de co 
1-7; 129-149. 


unti sul diritto n 


Kon 


Kwvotarvtwoundiews - Nixalac, 1229- 


nsacrer le Saint Chreme», Echos d’Orient III (1899), 


Petrides 
Polakes, i he Job» Echos @’ Orient, XV (1912), 40-48 
XVIII ms Ambros, Mytpomonierys Novrdxtov,» Néa Liddy, 


dae (1923), 129-212. 449. 
> 1L. The Doukai, A Contrib 
don, 1968), 


474; 513-527, 
ution to Byzantine Prosopography, (Lon- 





7 


: 
reek snare iene Sern non Sen 06 
rhe , & mit der Entstehun 48 
byzantinischen Teilst ; Mees ntwicklung der 
ily Mee ee 8 aaten nach der Einnahme Konstantinopels in- 
(Munich, whore mt Miscellanea Bysantina Monacensia wn. 12, 
pare ITegi to’ Aeanordrov tis’ Hnelgov, ‘lavogixh [eayparela, (Corfu, 

Sickel, W. «Das byzantinische Kronungsrecht bis zum 10, Jahrhunderts 

Byzantinische Zeitschrift, V11 (1898), 5441-557. 

Sinogowitz, B. «Wher das byzantinische Kaisertum nach dem vierten Kreuz- 
wuge, 1204-1205,» Byzantinische Zeitschrift, VL (1952), 345-356. 

— «Zur Eroberung Thessalonikes im Herbst 1224,» Byzantinische Zeit- 
schrift XLV (1952), 28, 
Stadtmiiller, G. «Michael Choniates, Metropolit yon Athen 1138-1222,» Ori- 
entalia Christiana, XXXIII (Rome, 1934). 

Stiernon, L. «Les origines du despotat d’Bpires, Reoue des Etudes Byzantines, 
XVII (1959), 90-126, 

— «Les origines du despotat d’Epire: la date du couronnement de Theo- 
dore Doukas,» Actes du XII Congrés International d’Etudes Byzanti- 
nes, II, (Belgrade, 1964), 197-202. 

Svoronos, N.G. «Le serment de fidelite a l’empereur byzantin et sa signi- 
fication constitutionnelle,» Reoue des Etudes Byzantines, 1X (1954). 
106-142, 

Tomadakes, N.B. «Ot Adyror tot Aeomotdtou tic "Hrelpov,» ’Emernpic “Brai- 
gelag Bulavtwav Lnovddv, XXVII (1957), 3-62. 

— WdhaBoc Bulavtway Medetav xal Keipévov, (Athens, 1961), 

Treitinger, O. Die ostrémische Kaiser und Reichsidee nach ihrer Gestaltung 
im hoefischen Zeremoniell, (Jena, 1938). 

Vasiliev, A. History of the Byzantine Empire, (Madison, Wisc., 1964). 

Wellnhofer, M. Johannes Apokaukos, Metropolit von Naupaktos in Aetolien, 
(Freising, 1913). 

Wittek, P. «L’Epitaphe d’un Comnene a Konia», Byzantion, X (1935), 505-45. 

«Von der byzantinischen zur tirkischen Toponymies, Byzantion X 


(1985), 11-64. hie 
Wolff, R.L. The Lascarids’ Asiatic Frontiers once more», Orientalia Chri- 
stiana Periodica, XV (1949), 194-197. ; 

«The Organization of the Latin Patriarchate of Constaatinople, 1204- 
1261», T'rraditio, VI (1948), 33-60. ; 
«Romania: The Latin Empire of Constantinople, 


(1948), 1-34. rs 
Zakythinos, D. «Iegl tH< Sromntixtis Starpéoews xal tHe erapyraxiic Srouchosees 
év 1 BuCavrivg xpcret,» *Enetnols ‘Eraigelag Bulavtway Szovddw, XVII 
79-209. 

(1941), 208-274; XXl (1954), 179-2 
Zeiller, M. «Le site de J ustiniana Prima,» in Melanges Charles Diehl, (Paris, 


1930), I, 299-304. 
stiniana im Titel des Bulgarischen Erzbishofs von 


Zlatarski, B. «Prima Ju t 
Achrida,» Byzantinische Zeitschrift, XXX (1929), 484-489. 


Speculum XXIII 





INTRODUCTION 





After 1204 the political and ecclesiastical organization of the rt 
Byzantine East was severely affected by the fall of Constantino- 
ple. Subsequent to a treaty between the Venetians and the cru- 
saders, 1n March 1204, the territories of the Byzantine Empire 
were arbitrarily partitioned into numerous Latin kingdoms and 
principalities. However, the Greek spirit was not subdued comple- 
tely by this disintegration. On the contrary, it only served to ac- 
centuate the old religious and cultural barriers which had here- 
| tofore separated the Greek East from the Latin West. 
. Unable to live under the Latin rule and unreconciled to the 
new system, many of the Byzantine nobles fled to unoccupied 
territories where they developed a new political life which pre- 
served the continuity of the Byzantine tradition. Thus, besides 
the Latin ones, on both sides of the Aegean independent Greek 
principalities emerged. Their raison d’étre was the spanning of 
( the continuum until the liberation of the imperial city of Constan- 
} tinople. 
Thus, in Bithynia of Asia Minor, Theodore Lascaris, a son- 
| ‘n-law of Alexios III Angelos, established the Kingdom of Ni- 
| caea, and in western Greece the principality of Epiros, which in- 
cluded Epiros, Acarnania and Aetolia, was founded by a cousin 
of the Emperors Isaac II and Alexios III. : 
Theodore Lascaris consolidated his rule in Bithynia with the ‘ 
city of Nicaea as the center of a new Byzantine state. He as- z 
sumed the imperial office and succeeded in making Nicaea the suc- 
cessor domicile of the Partiarch of Constantinople. Thus, the po- 
litical and ecclesiastical traditions, as personified by the Empe- 
ror, were once more restored. As basileus and autocrator, Theo- 
dore claimed title to the Byzantine throne. As successor-in-title, 
especially as he was supported by the ecumenical patriarch, he 
openly opposed both the Latin Emperor and Patriarch of Constan- 
tinople as usurpers. — 
"The ncncieatley of Epiros founded by Michael Angelos extend- 
ed from Dyrrachium to Naupactos with the city of Arta as its 













10 es 
ws } cultural center. In 1224, Epiros embarked on a cam- 
litical and ¢ nsion. The same year, Thessalonica, the 


of territorial expa 


ned ‘st important city of the former Byzantine Empire, fey 
an = of Theodore Angelos. Epiros now extended from 
to the 


to the Aegean and from Dyrrachium to the Gulf of 
laimed basile 

: dore Angelos was then proc ws and 

Corinth. Theo ‘i open defiance of the claims to imperial power 

f Nicaea. To the dismay of the Nicene rulers, 

is coronation was performed in Thessalonica 

tianos, the autocephalous Archbishop of Ach- 


the Adriatic 


autocrator, 
of the Lascarids 0 
the ceremony of h 
by Demetrios Choma 


rida. : Rs; ; : 
The conflict between Nicaea and Epiros was now inevitable, 


However, providence spared them the price of fratricidal blood- 
shed for the Latin Kingdom of Constantinople, standing between 
them as buffer state, eliminated the possibility of a direct armed 
confrontation. Since resort to arms could not decisively solve 
their dynastic dispute, the court intellectuals and the hierarchy 
of the Church took up the task of defending the claims to the By- 
zantine throne of their respective rulers. Thus, they delved into 
a variety of controversial issues ranging from the patriarch’s spi- 
ritual authority over the Helladic provinces to who had the pre- 
rogative of anointing the Emperor. 

Although they were in communion with the Nicene-based Pa- 
triarch, the Epirote clergy insisted that they would no longer ac- 
cept or recognize any episcopal appointments for Epiros nomina- 
ted by the Patriarchal Synod. The episcopal appointments for 
Epiros, they said, would hereafter be nominated and ratified by 
= — the Epirote Church. Rebus sic stantibus, this inno- 

ce ee ae the patriarchal prerogative. 

a onay: etween the two hierarchies continued as 
ay principality of Epiros was in control of the political 
ation in the Balkans. However with the rise t f th 
eta. L the rise, topo wer ehaae 
a » Lpiros rapidly declined never to rise to pro- 
= again. As a result of their defeat, the Angeloi 1- 
to:ehange thei, 2s ne ngeloi were compe 
Y towards Nicaea, acknowledging the 


Sovereignty of the Lascar; o 
icene-based Ses as well as the spiritual authority of 


BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTE 





George Acropolites, a contemporary court historian, is the 
main source of the political history of the Kingdom of Nicaea 
for the first part of the thirteenth century. An ardent supporter 
of the Lascarids, he wrote the Xpovixh Luyypagh, which covers the 

: . ’ 
period 1203 - 1261*. In this biased account, Epiros is described as 
a state led by treacherous opportunists who did not recognize 
the legitimate heirs to the Byzantine throne. This view was a- 
dopted by subsequent Byzantine historians and was even accepted 
by modern scholars. The discovery of other contemporary sources 
led to the rectification of this conception. 

Through these sources, the history of the origin and the 
expansion of the principality of Epiros can now be studied objec- 
tively and systematically. They consist of synodal acts and cor- 
respondence pertaining to the domestic organization of the Church 
of Epiros and to the relations with the patriarch and the court 
of the Lascarids. They are, therefore, of primary importance for 
assessing the Epirote claims. As Acropolites limited himself in 
his history to only adverse criticism they, on the contrary, elu- 
cidate the role of the hierarchy in the political antagonism between 
Nicaea and Epiros. Brie 

The corpus of these documents is contained in the Codex = 
Petropolitanus 250 and 251 of Isaac Mesopotamites. Vasil- 
jevski was the first to bring these to light *, Following this rl 
ple, A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus continued the epee” obras 
manuscripts of Isaac Mesopotamites 1n a variety of wees larly 
focusing on the relations of Apocaucos with the hierarchs 
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1903). 
2. He. pu 


ed, August Heisenberg, (Leipzig, 


i a 
plished twenty-nine documents Ph et 
which contain the major part of the correspon Ste , oF 
Metropolitan of Naupactos, with Theodore Angelos " tot . na a i 
Constantinople: V.G. Vasiljevski, «Epirotica saecul aa 


Vremennik. III (4896); 233-299. 










42 
te Synod *. On the basis of another Cy 4 
4nother important source oo study is the erudite 
ie of Athens, Michael Choniates. His extensive Corres 
ence with the political and ecclesiastical leadership of me nd. 
snd Epiros, 5 pecially with Apocaucos and Bardanes. has ata 
researched by Spyridon Lampros®. = be 
George Bardanes, Metropolitan of Corfu and 4 Protége 
Choniates, after the retirement of Apocaucos, became an rahe 
ential figure actively involved in the ecclesiastical dispute with pi 
caea. The correspondence of Bardanes has been appended jn Re 
study of A. Mustoxides, Delle Cose Corciresi 7. 
During this period, the leadership of the Epirote Synod 
sed to the hands of Demetrios Chomatianos, Archbishop of haed 
da, who had distinguished himself as a competent canonist. His 
canonical works together with some of his correspondence were 
published by Cardinal Pitra*. An ambitious ecclesiastic, he read- 
ily espoused the political and ecclesiastica] policies of the 
loi. In Ime with their policy, he identified the see of Achrida 
with Justiniana Prima in order to counterattack the claims of 
the Patriarch of Constantinople who was then residing in Nj- 
cata. 


The Epirote triad, Apocaucos, Bardanes and Chomatianos, 
was successfully challenged by the Patriarch of Constantinople, 
Germanos II. His correspondence with them was published by 


Se 

=e Among those, the most notable were, the learned Demetrios Choma- 

tanos, Archbishop of Achrida, ge Bardanes, Metropolitan of Corfu and 

Michael aes ; Metropolitan of Athens: A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, 

nnn, boropiary aes ‘Aewsemiontg "AypiBocn, in Sbornik Statei VI. 
XIII (4906), Pia 7), 227-250: “Kepxupainkn, Vizantiiski Vre- 


burg, 1994) » Legocokvustizn BiBlsobfun, 1 (Peters- 

ting Page a etrides, ‘Jean Apocaucos, lettres et autres 

Ble, XIy (1999), SP opoaieg PInstitut archeologique Russe 4 Constantino- 
§. Spyridon 


a "Athens, 1659) » “yan, * Axopwdrov tot Xowdrov ta Lwlopera, 
= 7 A Mustoxides poy, 




























Cardinal! Pitra*® and Miklosich and Miller, 1) : 
the schism of the two synods was healed ih toe oe 


ros was eventually restored, Belore V asi); us and p 


tematic treatment on the history of al was weaned 
nes Romanos. Shortly thereafter this was followed by « more 
important work on the history of the Kingdom of Nicses and the 
principality of Epiros, by Antonios Meliarakes 12. This book was 
considered a minor classic for a long time, despite the fact thet 
subsequent research added new material on the subject. Indeed, 
it has not yet been superseded, though another study on the hi- 
story of Nicaea was written by Alice Gardner 

More recently, D.M. Nicol has written on the history of Epi- 
ros ** but contrary to expectations, this book presents bibbogra- 
phical lacunae and misconceptions as has been pointed out by the 
Byzantinist Paul Lemerle in a critical review ™ Moreover, Nicol 
neglected to define the office of despotes or to even put it imte 


9. thid., col. 48411. gay te 
10. F. Miklosich et J. Miller, Acta -t Diplomate Greece Medi Acvi, 
III (Vienna, 1865). : 7 
41. Ioannes Romanos, [legi tot Asoxordrow rij; * Hxsigow Iorogas Mesy- me 
pareta, (Corfu, 1295). In this valuable study, the author covers the a 7 
of the principality of Epiros from the time oa its foundation, subsequent 
the fall of Constantinople in 120, until its final destruction is $658: 
42. Antonios Meliarakes, “Ictogia tot Bactislow tig Nexale: 
onordrov tie "Hazigov, (Athens, 1896). : i 
43. Alice Gardner, The Lascarids of Nicaca. The Story of an Empwe 
in Exile, (London, 1912). 7 
1%. Donald M. Nicol, The Despotate of Epires, sper 
«Ecclesiastical Relations between the Despotate —s ae 
of Nicaeas, Byzantion XXII (1952) 207-228, which is updated 
Despotate of Epiros. aft : 
15. Paul Lemerle, in Zeitschrift LI (1958), S01-408. 


for granted Michael's 
ithout any historical proof. As to the . 

without any ; Nicol ought to have examined them" 
care and detail. 


14 





nological perspective. 7 person.” and: Pevtensiam 
= a shown that it is inaccurate to speak of a 
yin 


Epiros. Michael Angelos never used the title of despot aun te of 
fore he cannot have technically established a «despot nd hes’ 


; a 
In the light of the above, the claims to imperial] “th 


: ; none 
Angeloi are reexamined in this study de novo, especial] F Of the 
reflect the ecclesiastical controversy between the Kin Y as they 


caea and the principality of Epiros. 8dom of Ni. 


CHAPTER I 


THE FOUNDATIONS OF THE KINGDOM 
OF NICAEA REEXAMINED 


The Byzantine historian Nicetas Choniates and the Metro- 
politan of Ephesos Nicholas Mesarites, two Greek eyewitnesses 
described the sack of Constantinople by the crusaders on A A 
13, 1204. Mesarites, in the funeral oration of his brother John 
recalled the inhumanity of the crusaders who «shed human ioad 
on the sacred altars where the lamb of God was offered daily for 
the salvation of the world» !. Nicetas Choniates wrote that even 
the churches where the defenseless sought refuge were not spared 2. 


For three days the destruction of priceless treasures, the pillage 
and the massacre went on. 


During the last days of the assault uncertainty, fear and ago- 
ny had completely paralyzed the remaining defenders of the City. 
In the midst of the turmoil, the Emperor Alexios VY attempted 
to rally the disorganized army and the people in a last effort to 
repulse the Latins. When this proved to be in vain, on the eve 


4. August Heisenberg, ed., «Neue Quellen zur Geschichte des Lateini- 
schen Kaisertums und der Kirchenunion I. Der Hpitaphios des Nikolaos 
Mesarites auf seinen Bruder Johannes», Sitzungsberichte der Bayerischen 
Akademie der Wissenschaften. Philosophisch-philologische und historische Klasse 
(1922), 5 Abh, 46, 29-34. Hereafter cited as Neue Quellen, I. Heisenberg 
published in three parts several works of Nicholas Mesarites under the ae 
neral title, «Neue Quellen zur Geschichte des Lateinischen Kaisertums un 
der Kirchenunion». 
II. «Die Unionsverhandlungen von 30 August 4206. epee 
und Kaiserkrénung in Nikaia 1208,» (1923), 2 Abh., hereafter cited as Ve 
th ae Quellen Wik: ; : He kir - 
Brudeg p Lien Sti | IIL. Wer Bericht des Nikolaos ee bh ee | 
tudes Buzanyi Semon, «Les origi chlichen Ereignisse des Jahres 1214», (1923), , 
mae XVII Sines du despotat d’Epire», Reoue des 
(Belo; Bovidar Ferjan a; 999)» 90 - 126 Quellen III. | ee 
‘rade, 1960) mancio, espoti u Vis see : 2. Nicetas Choniates, Historia, ed,. t- , 
anti i jusnoslovenskim zemljama, 16. 
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f April 13 1204, Alexios V fled Constantinople joining 
¥ , — . 
in-law Alexios III in exile *. 
aaes wow rater: wee needed to rally the Byzantine forces ; 
this last attempt to rescue the collapsing Empire, on tho on : 
the fall of Constantinople, remnants of the nobility and th z 


se, saan & high- 
er clergy assembled in St. Sophia to elect a new Emperor ‘ 
cetas Choniates is the only historian to give us a full account nf 


this event 4. He wrote that the candidates were Doucas and 
ris. A historical uncertainty has prevailed as to their full identit 
since Nicetas Choniates did not disclose their Christian names : 
It has been suggested that this Lascaris was Theodore the subg: 
quent founder of the Kingdom of Nicaea ®, However, as this has 
not been heretofore documented, there has been a reluct 
accept this supposition. On the contrary, the scholar] 
of M. A. Andreeva® and B. Sinogowitz? has rec 
Byzantinists ® that the candidate to the throne 
Lascaris but his brother Constantine. 
niates, the assembly in St. Sophia ele 


Lasea- 


ance to 
yY research 
ently convinced 
was not Theodore 
According to Nicetas Cho- 
cted Lascaris and evidently 

3. ibid., p. 755, 13-21; George Acro 
berg, (Leipzig, 1903), p. 9, 5, 9-44, 

4. Nic, Chon,, p. 755, 22-756, 413. 


5. “TNS 7 : 
Ernst Gerland, Geschichte des Lateinischen K aiserreiches von Kon- 


stanti 

Avene (Homburg v.d, Hohe, 1905), p. 35; Antonios Meliarakes, ‘Jeropia 

is tig Nixatlac, (Athens, 1898), p. 6; Alice Gardner, 7'h, i 
teaea, (London, 1912), p. 55ff, an 


6. M.A. Andreey 


polites, Opera I, ed. August Heisen- 


a, Oderki k R 
p po kulture ¢ 
ed Sat Pp. 5-6; Byzantinoslavica IV (4 
* %. Slnogowitz, «ber =" 
ten Kreuzzuge (1204-1205), NS ages 
@Sp., 358-356 
8. George Ostrogore 
Hussey, (Oxford, 4960) 5c » History of the Byzantine State, transl., by J. 
West, 1180-1204 (Camb ~ n. 2; Charles M. Brand, Byzantium Confronts 
Ysantinische Zeitschrift, Xx yf eee tUseUts, 1968), p. 258; Franz Délger, 
sos (1953), 598. ‘ II (1932), 411; Deutsche Literatur Zeitung, 
* Togorsky. ’ how 
aaoaris ®Xercised the = 
OC. cit, For a simi 


izantijskogo dvora » XIII bg 
932), 178, 


é y' the Kaisertum nach dem vier- 
Ysantinische Zeitschrift, VL (1952), 345-356, 


er, does not accept 
‘ t * % 
Petial office in Nieaca gy ney, that Constantine 


big ig” & Similar view, . ‘teaea during the year 1204-1205: 
217-299, neki cary in rb ret ‘Da li je Konstantin Laskaris 
For a critique ova Visantoloskog Instituta 1X (1966), 
tophilopoulou, «’Exdoyh, 
Abroxpdropogn, Heayyareia rijg ’Axa- 


Aveyépevaig Kal Drdic OF Sinogowita’s thesis A. Chris 


 Abnvisy XXIT (495 


D) Botavrives 
8), 170-179. 





his father. 
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he considers him famous enough not 
Surprisingly enough, all other conte 
lent on the matter. 

The driving necessity for the electi 
special assembly convened towards thi 
the documenting narr 


to mention his first name. 
™Mporaneous sources are si- 


on of an Emperor and the 
S end, make it unlikely for 


ator not to reveal their full ; i 
, identity. 
this was not disclosed, the obvious answer is that h er: 


well enough to be identifie i 
nica Choniates a ee a ee Se: $3 

; es to the throne 
WEES ae GOVOER VAPAALOY te xal dolorwy TH vate mbAcpov 
debrorytt, (6 Aotxas ik. xual & Acoxaprc), duooty 9? H xAjots bud- 
WHOS TH KOXNYO TNS Thotews Bacrdret...» ° Sinogowitz interpreted 
the Aaa clause Bas Aotxas obrot xal 6 Adoxxrc), dupoty 8 4 xdi- 
LG OUWVUULOS TH KOxNYG THs Tlotewo Bactrct,» as referring to 
Constantine the Great, the defender of the Christian faith 2° 
Consequently, both Doucas and Lascaris must have been called 
Constantine since both of their Christian names were similar to 
the head of the Christian Church. A demotic version of this 
passage supports this view !!. 

In addition, Sinogowitz maintained that Constantine follow- 
ing the fall of Constantinople, established his authority in Bi- 
thynia of Asia Minor where he ruled as an Emperor until his death 
in 1205. As this supposition could not be based upon any histo- 
rical evidence, Sinogowitz simply suggested that Constantine stay- 
ed with his brother Theodore during this period (1204 - 1205) for 
which Theodore Lascaris’ activities are documented . However, 
these same sources make no reference to Constantine as such and 
he therefore cannot be placed in time and in title on their basis rin 


e€ was known 





9. Nic. Chon., p. 755, 22-756, 3. ee ga 
40. Sinogowitz, op. cit., p. 352; M.A. reeva, loc, ett. i : 
441. pci Xoorw}, ed. Constantine Sathas, Bibliotheca Medii Aevi, 
(Venice, 1894), VII, p. 448, 10-13. 
12. Sinogowitz, op. cit, p. 3 
but both passages refer to Theodore and not to his 
scaris, . 
13. Geoffroy de Villehardoun, 
Faral ed., (Paris, 1938-1939), TH, P. 
the finest Greeks in Romania» fighting Lone 
Acr. p. 44, 7, 20-42, 7. 3; Nic. Chon., p. ’ 
Constantine's army was defeated by superior Latin forces 


i 6. 2 
54 cited Acr. p. 10, 6. 26 and p. 11, 
brother Constantine La- 


La Conquéte de Constantinople, Edmond 
130, mentions Constantine as «one of 
Theodore Lascaris’ command. 
ff; Vill., I, 432{f mention that 
near Adramyttion 
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fy: the election of the two candidates did not take 
Actually, formal proclamation by the senate, the army 


a 

place ey as in the customary form, but was solved as if it 
and head matter, by drawing lots '*. Choniates explicitly gta. 
was a prival ; 


was no proclamation and no investiture with the 

ted that es otielac. How then could Constantine have rule 
ee aime 1205? Constantine could have ruled til] 1205 
ene legal title to the throne. But this has not been do- 
ee as it may, the sources say that Theodore Lascaris 
after the fall of Constantinople, crossed the Bosporos to Asia Minor 
where he consolidated his authority around Bithynia. Emerging 
victorious from wars waged against the Latin Kingdom of Con- 
stantinople and the Greek principalities of Sampsum and Tre- 
bizond *, in the spring of 1205, Theodore was proclaimed basileus of 
the Greeks, % an event that signified his victory over his rivals 
and the consolidation of his authority in western Asia Minor. 
His rise to imperial power ’® became even more effective when 


on March 19, 1205. Gardner, op. cit., p. 56 and Sinogowitz, op. cit., pp. 355- 
356 maintain that Constantine Lascaris soon after the battle of Adramyttion 
died and was succeeded by his brother Theodore. However, we find Constantine 
years later still fighting on the side of his brother Theodore against the La- 
tins this time defending the city of Lentiana, which finally fell to the armies 
of Henry of Flanders. The sources suggest that the batttle was fought after 
the battle of Louparcos (October, 15, 1211), where Henry defeated Theodore 
Lascaris. Acr. p. 28, 16. 12ff. After the fall of Lentiana, Henry caught man 
prisoners but released Constantine Lascaris and two other nobleme D 4 
Be evige iss Andronicos Palaeologos; Acr, p. 29, 16. 8-44: « obdele 2 ue 
9 pent: #1 udvos 6 tod Buorrters adtdéderpocn. Sinogowitz, op. cit., p. 
at 7 er, maintained that this brother of Theodore Lascaris { 
SNe another of his five brothers, Se 
14. Nic, Chon., p, 756, 10, Christophilopoulou, 


45; : 
5. Sathas, op. cit., I, pp. 97-107 and 107-129. Ni 


op. cit., pp. 170-171. 
tions warfare against the 


cetas Choniates men- 


: Lati P , 
and Alexios Comnenos 115 nS Pp. 115, 10, the Trapezuntine rulers David 


15 
PSUN, P. 116, 19-147, 7, Ch and Manuel Maurozomes, the ruler of Sam- 


dveyvnc Overt O¢ dred rod Ad 
dvayvarctivert elc 


oniates’ two orations: «Lerévtrov ypapev énl rh 


vs pe se eoddpoun and «Adyos éxBobele él ro 
ed a c6depovn, hereafter cited as Selention and 
iecanccae or the early history of the Nicene Kingdom. 
" = 348-351, has convincingly established 
Hg ng of 1205. Acropolites has dated both 

on in 1206, op. cit., p. 11. 5-20. 


* S47, 24: «td eovbody méSir0v Grodierat xal Baatheds 
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the Orthodox leadership of Constantinople decided to recognize 
him as basileus of the Greeks. Being constantly urged by the La- 
tins to accept the primacy of the Pope, the Orthodox clergy of 
Constantinople was in desperate need of political and spiritual 


support which only the Byzantine Emperor and his patriarch 
could provide !, 


Intimidated and coerced by the Latins to enter into negotia- 
tions to discuss the problem of the Union of the Churches, the Or- 
thodox found themselves in a difficult situation, especially after 
the news of the patriarch’s death reached Constantinople 1. Des- 


‘Papalov bo’ Srov tHv sdwv dvoyopeberat mAcwv...» 


Nic. Chon., Selention, p. 105, 24; Oration, p. 118, 17; Acr., p. 14, 7. 6-9: 
«érel ovvdpouh yéyove xatd Nixntav dd mepupavaay dvSpdv xoil rév royddav vhs 
éxxrnalas, oxépig tobtorg eyéveto brag Paarreds pyutcdely 6 Seandrnsg Oed8mpog». 
Acropolites made no distinction between the time of Theodore’s proclamation 
to the throne and his coronation. Actually, before his proclamation in 1205, 
Theodore had ruled as despot instead of his father -in-law Alexios III. Acr., 

p. 10, 6. 17 and p. 25, 11.6.4. 

17. R. Janin, «Au lendemain de la conquéte de Constantinople», Echos 
d’Orient, XXXII (1933), 11-18. W, Norden, Das Papsttum und Byzanz, 
(Berlin, 1903), p. 181; Newe Quellen, I, p. 60ff. 

18. Migne, PG 147:464D: The Patriarch John X Camateros died in 
exile in Adrianople between April and May of 1206; Nic. Chon., p. 837, 2-5, 

Theodore Lascaris repeatedly invited him to Nicaea but the patriarch 
declined the invitation perhaps because he was a supporter of Alexios II] 
and did not wish to sanction Theodore’s claims to the Byzantine throne. 
Besides there is reason to believe that he was related to the Empress Buphro- 
syne, Alexios’ wife, who was a member of the Gamateros family: Nic. Chon., 
p. 641, 3-6. 

Acr., p. 11, 7.10-15: «6 yde Kapornpds *Twdwys, 8¢ tov TrOET ALLE KIRDY 
éxdouer Opdvov... mepl td Ardvpdreryov dmijpe xdnetoe bed Staterhac tnerrolnro 
xar Siepnvwvels mapd te tod Anoxdpros xo tv Aouad dreqvivato Thy TedG avrods 
Koutw, Eyypapov thy mapalrnawy mornadpevosy. 

: Uae SS an p. 40; Gardner, op. eut., p. 67, have misunderstood 
this passage suggesting that the patriarch rejected Theodore’s pores: 
and sent his written resignation. However, the patriarch’s answer sho : 
be understood in connection with the invitation that was extended to saat y 
Theodore and not in terms of a formal abdication from the patriarchal i) at 
In fact, Gamateros was the legitimate patriarch of the Greeks until ¥e om 
of his death. This is supported by the statements of the Greek clergy 0 a 
stantinople during the union negotiations with the Latins. es Rane 
I, p. 53, 11-15: «dre tats gmoatontnats xual xavovixorig Emdyevor mapaooceay 


étépov dvapopav Erovnodpeda wees dv Exetvos éCn (6 Kaparepds), obte pera O4- 
verov avtod érépov twvds d&vapopdy movjoat Suvdean. 
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ite their UTS 
the Latins refus 
the problem of t 
native, the 
re Lascaris W 
thority to convene 


ont requests to be allowed to elect a new Patri 
ed such an election to take place mainly because 
he Union was not settled. Having no other alter. 
Orthodox synod of Constantinople turned to Theodo. 
ho at the time was the only one with sufficient Kia 
a synod for the election of a new patriarch. 
The sources suggest that the proclamation of Theodore in the 
spring of 1205 was not immediately recognized by the Greek ots 
ties of Asia Minor *. Consequently, his claims to the Byzantine 
throne were not yet firmly secured but still in need of further sup- 
port. If he would promptly comply with the request of the Con- 
stantinopolitan clergy, Theodore knew that he could count on ths 
support of a large segment of the Orthodox Church and also on 
the patriarch who would most likely be a candidate of his own 
choice as the election largely depended on him. On the other hand 
the election of a new patriarch would benefit the Orthodox Church 
and at the same time the clergy of Constantinople which desired 
to be relieved from the burden of handling the union negotiations 
with the Latins. 

The leading spokesmen of the Orthodox clergy during the 
negotiations were the brothers Nicholas and John Mesarites 
strong opponents of the Union and advocates of an independent 
Orthodox Church governed by a Greek Patri h 
ere : arch under the La- 
tin King of the City 2. After two years of strenuous efforts and 
19. Ni . 
te op of De diate mentions tat, tog 
authority, they were later convinced to neo eee “Eh aa sari Theodore’s 
Acr. p. 10, 6.21-26: Even the people of sts 1m as their legitimate ruler. 

y begged them to at ae ejected Theodore Lascaris, 
accept his wife. 


who out of necessit 
Both the Plusians 
and the Nicene | ; 
Theodore because they still aidan Masten nine tho logitimate Byatt 
0s III had abdicated 


Emperor, Alexi 
he the rightful Emperor, After 
eece, he finally fould refuge j 
Iconium whom he j 


arch, 


in 1203 but never ceased to regard him- 
a period of wanderings in the mainland 
n the court of Ghijateddin Kaikhosrev, 


Olned in war against Theodore Lascaris: 


Acr, p. 12.8 

> ps . 7D, and 47 10 

» 10.20-2 

aeander, Theodore ea ay Mn 1240, at a battle near Antioch of the 


captivi ; ; 
P Ww Alexios ended his lite ;, sultans army taking Alexios III into 
: fone ‘Von der byzanti 'n the monastery of Yakinthos in Nicaea: 
sei 26, 2917. Gerlang ee zur tirkischen Toponymie», Byzantion, 
* - L. Shopen and Soe 3 Nicephoros Gregoras, Byzantina 

eue Quellen, I » ¢ °r, (Bonn, 1830), I, p. 18ff. 
POS Neue Quellen, 11, p. 5 and esp., 18, 6-17. 


the Sultan of 
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fruitless negotiations, the Greek clergy decided to terminate thei 
talks with the Latin representatives and turn to Viieodaned, - 
ris for help. Nicholas Mesarites who became the leading spok sites 
of the Greeks after his brother’s death, was oncchctal-aiehe as 
task of writing and delivering personally three letters of the Or- 
thodox hierarchy to Theodore Lascaris and his immediate fami- 
ly a Mesarites praised Theodore’s military achievements and his 
divinely appointed rule, because as a true Byzantine Emperor 
«he brought together the scattered people of Constantinople wit 
der his wings like a magnificent bird, protecting them from the 
poisonous and evil attacks of the Latins» 22, Knowing his clemency 
they addressed themselves to their mighty and pious Emperor i 
sileus) °° beseeching him to permit the holy hierarchy of the East 
to elect a new patriarch for the See of Constantinople in accord- 
ance with the sacred and divine canons and the customs of the 


The negotiations between the representatives of the Orthodox Church and 
the Latin delegation, headed by Cardinal Benedict, took place in Constanti- 
nople at the beginning of October, 1206. The Greeks argued that the differ- 
ences in language, customs and above all, canon law, prevented them from 
accepting a Latin Patriarch. The Cardinal called them: «disobedient, unyield- 
ing, presumptuous and proud to realize what was beneficial for them». 
Neue Quellen, I, p. 62, 6-8; p. 52, 19; 58, 23. 

The Greeks argued back: «If we were, as you say, inflexible, we could 
have gone like the rest of the people of Constantinople to the land of the 
Emperor (basileus) Lascaris Theodore the Comnenos and to that of kyr David 
and to the lands of the barbarians who share our own faith, and even to the 
land of the Turks». p. 62, 12-18. 

The Greek clergy, seeing that their demands for a Greek Patriarch 
were rejected, decided to send a petition to Pope Innocent III asking permis- 
sion to elect a Greek Patriarch who would share their language and traditions. 
They added, «it would not be at all fair for the Greeks to confess secrets to a 
foreign-speaking patriarch through an interpreter, even if they would be in 
complete communion». Migne, PG 140: 296D-297A. 

21. Neue Quellen, Il, pp. 25-35. 


22. ibid., p. 26, 11-13. 
23. The clergy of Constantinople addressed Theodore Lascaris as 


basileus and autocrator and his wife as augusta, attributing to them the tradi- 
tional titles of the Byzantine rulers: 25, 14: «Baovréx Papatovn; «ueyanenh- 
Bore Bactrcd». 28, 15 : «rt xoatlote. . .Bactret.. .»; «dg <Kuptog>xat ely o¢ oxé- 
mov 6 mavtoxedtwp tov adtoxpdtopan. 29,28. Heisenberg rejected this view 
maintaining that only after his coronation Theodore was recognized as Em- 
peror, Neue Quellen, JI, p. 7. For an opposite view, cf. Christophilopoulou, 


op. cit., p. 173. 
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Orthodox Chure 
same style asking 


f. ' 
¥ Shee Lascaris readily pledged his support by anno 


ople of Constantinople through Mesarites that t 
to the ae patriarch would take place in Nicaea on th 
en dae 2% He invited them to participate in the pat 
‘ge . py sending their representatives or at least their 
em he explained that it would be desirable 

election to take place before the oar Week during wh 
patriarch prepared the holy myron ’, Theodore’s interest 
preparation of the holy myron 1s understandable because 
used in imperial coronations for the anointment of the 


h #4, The other two letters were written 
Theodore’s wife and son to use their inf 


ror 8, 


The holy Synod met in Nicaea and on March 20, 1208 raised 
to the vacant Patriarchal throne of Constantinople Michael] Iv 


Autoreianos *. Accordingly, on Easter Sunday of 1208 the pa- 


24. wbid., p. 28, 14-17. 

25. ibid., p. 34, 32-35, 6. 

26. ibid., p. 35, 10ff: «oor uévror Un Bivavrar gE 
m0¢ Thy Baotrelav pov, did ywaudy olxelay evwwroypéowy of 
Gardner, op, cit., p. 68, wrongly maintained that T 
Constantinopolitan clergy «to come and witness and ap 
patriarch but (not to use the right of choice)», 


27. ibid., p, 32, 2-6, Also, L. 
Chreme», Echos q’ 


buddy TACK vEevéaOa, 
TOL Mapavevécbwoavy. 
heodore invited the 
prove the choice of a 


Petit, «Du pouvoir de 


Also, Hans-Georg Beck ae pawoniens IV (1949), 109-128. 
Reich, (Munich, 1959), p. 63. Literatur im byzantinischen 


23. Louis Brehier, 7, leis ; 
PP: 18-46, esp. 14m, | institutions de Vempire Byszantin, (Paris, 1949), 


7 . 

; sige iS a Tecords of this rite are found in a le 
XU of i 2:765 and in Theodore Balsamon’s j 
© Synod of Ancyra, Mj cake 
hat the anointmen , 
committed before 


tter of Photios to Basil 
nterpretation of Canon 


wohrift, VIT ( 898), sr ummerecht bis zum 10, Jahrhunderts, 
ei ; ) ; O. Treitinger, Die ostrémische 
BUres of spoq a P. 29, no. 90, proposed that these refe- 
"election wax and do not allude to the rite. 
ephoros Callistos, © have taken place on March 


47:465A. Gerland, op. cit., p 


believed 
igne, PG 4 
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luence 
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owned Theodore Las- 


triarch in a solemn ceremony anointed and cr 
caris Byzantine Emperor 39, 


Theoretically, the anointment and coronation of Theodo- 
re had little constitutional significance because he had already 
received the symbols of his ruling power at the time of his pro- 
clamation in the Spring of 1205 30. Also the patriarch’s act of 
anointing and crowning him Emperor was purely religious in na- 
ture signifying the sacerdotal charecter of the basileus as the Lord’s 
anointed and the divine origins of his basileia 3, 


George Ostrogorsky maintained that the rite of the Empe- 
ror’s anointment by the patriarch was an innovation introduced 
in Byzantium during the coronation of Theodore 2. His main ar- 


106, n. 1; Meliarakes, op. cit., p. 98; J. Pargoire, «Nicholas Mesarites, metro- 
polite d’Ephese», Echos d’Orient, VII (1904), 226 suggested that the patriarch’s 
election took place on Palm Sunday, April 15, 1207. However, the date that 
is most acceptable now is March 20, 1208, first proposed by Heisenberg, 
Neue Quellen, II, p. 11. Elected on the 20th, the patriarch should have been 
ordained and enthroned on the 25th of March, the day of the festivity of the 
Annunciation. V. Laurent, «La Chronologie des Patriarches de Constanti- 
nople au XIII¢® s, 1208-1309», Reswe des Etudes Byzantines XXVII (1969), 
129-133. 

30. Neue Quellen, Il, p. 11. Heisenberg dated the anointment during 
the Holy Week, March 30—April 6, 1208 but it is doubtful that such a jubilant 
event would take place during the Holy Week. A more acceptable date would 
be Easter Sunday, April 6, 1208. Laurent, op. cit., p. 133, n. 12. 

30a. This view is supported by Christophilopoulou, op. cit., pp. 173-174. 

31. P. Charanis, «The Imperial Crown Modiolus and its Constitutional 
Significance», Byzantion XII (1937), 189-195, esp. 193ff; the introduction 
of the patriarch in the coronation ceremonies of Leo I (457-474) was a real 
constitutional innovation. Charanis convincingly shows that the patriarch 
acted in his capacity of a priest as the representative of the Church; Sickel, 
op. cit., p. 517 and Treitinger, op. cit., p. 30-31, mamtain that the a 
during the coronation ceremony, acts not as the representative of the Chure 
but as the first citizen of the Byzantine State. Nevertheless, Treitinger ob- 
served, p. 31: «Notwendig war fiir jede Kaiserbestellung einzig die its 
stimmung von Senat, Heer und Volk, sie war die einzige die juristische Basis 

er kaiserlichen Macht». ; 5 
: 32. George Ostrogorsky, «Zur Kaisersalbung und ere meee. 
spatbyzantinischen Kronungszeremoniell», Historia, uy. erie oe ae 
248-250; F.E. Brightman, «Byzantine Imperial Coronations», 


I I - 385-387, 
of Theological Studies, 11 (1901), 359-392, esp. 
: The rite of the Emperor’s anointment was not unknown in the King- 


dom of Cilician Armenia. It seems that it was practiced for some time. es: a 
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a study of the terms noisy, xotoua and x6 Oeioy 
= hy ~ . . x 

as used by Nicetas Choniates, Suggesting that 


gument rests on 
k he used them figuratively because the rite 


rod uvoov zoioua 
historical wo! 


rt ia yet known in the East, whereas in his later works the 
ne have a literal meaning since by that time the rite wag Bi 
er 


introduced in the imperial coronation of Lascaris 33 Tht 
Choniates in his History (p. 70. 12; 603, 7; 744.41), sup 
posedly used the terms figuratively but on the contrary in hig 
Selention and Oration the same terms have a literal Meanino 
This interpretation of course imphies that both the Selention ane 
the Oration were written by Choniates after Theodore’s anoint. 
ment and coronation. Ostrogorsky suggests then that there jg + 
chronological gap between the historical work of Nicetas Chonia- 
tes and his two other treatises, for he dates the Selention and the 
Oration after Theodore’s coronation (1208), a theor , 
eesti 3t This ar ’ Y proposed 
first by eisenberg ™. His argument however rests, we believe 
on false premises. The contents of the Oration suggest that ‘ 
was ered earlier, most hikely in 1206, on the occasion of Theo- 
dore’s return from a victorious crusade, as Sinogowitz has right 
ly proposed **. As for the Selention, it has been actually a d 
before Theodore’s coronation (1208), possibly on 13 Februar 120 
after his proclamation to power *«, That the Seleni; Te 
have been delivered af on BeRHON COUN AOL 
a alter Theodore’s coronation, (which followed 
niarch’s enthronization dat 
1208), is further att cated on Easter Sunday 6 April 
attested by the fact that it 
tionally delivered by th was a speech tradi- 
y the Emperor at the beginn; 
cially commencing a period of relic; sinning of Lent offi- 
Oo! religious fasting and prayer that 


lasted fort 
orty days ®, Thus Ostrogorsky’s supposition and distinc 
— : 


I commenced, for inst 


ready 
Nicetas 


imperial anointment Paul HS Bad a a 
Ameri, ‘ es - Bbedouki ' raed 
26 Numismatic Society, CIIIL es en aia hese 

; Ostrogorsky, OP. Cit., p, 248 IP. 99. | 


34, Heisenberg, 


ge depicting his 


Chr; Me. Chon, Oraz; 

niateg loPoulou 7% P- 108, 24; Sinogowitz, op, eit 347-348; 

sabi Erlauteryy, ; +» DP. 175, Jan-Louis V : ” PP. -348; 
8en zu den R an Dieten, «Niketas Cho- 


; ede F 

; la Byzantina, I (B ‘a und Briefen nebst einer Biographie» 

dated the .®*°Philopouton, op, vyt et: 148-185, esp. 146-152, 

elention j > OP. cit, p. 17 oe . 
- The Seige 1208, op. cit een webb 
as a, a “a -143, esp. 141- * 

Y year at the tein Ayvog which the andi a 

8 of Lent; “Noohous 88 6 Agcy KOLALAKOV 
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tion of xotlew, xotoua cannot be sufficiently substantiated 97, More- 

over, it is doubtful that Theodore Lascaris would risk ¢ 

; : uch an 

innovation especially when ecclesiastical akribeia could reinf 

his claims to the Byzantine throne. Besides, was not the cilia 

of his letter to the clergy of Constantinople and the ‘abi ber 
the East to hasten the election of the patriarch, so he pete be 
anointed and crowned Emperor? If Theodore wis indeed an in- 
novator, it would appear that the emphasis of his letter to the 
clergy of Constantinople was misplaced, rendering its content with 
regard to the holy myron absurd and incomprehensible. 

Surprisingly enough, the fact that both Emperor and patri- 
arch had assumed power in exile, while their respective thrones 
were held in captivity, did not become a controversial issue at 
this time. Although the sources occasionally refer to the anoma- 
lous circumstances under which the Nicene State was founded, 
they fail to provide us with a well worked out justification. Un- 
derstandably, the need for a capable political and ecclesiastical 
leadership had rendered such a consideration, at least in their 
view, superfluous. 

Besides, the Byzantines were not confronted with the prob- 
lem of dynastic rivalry —in that case, the foundation of arri- 
val independent state would surely raise questions of precedence 
and legitimacy — but with a foreign invasion. Consequently, the 
establishment of an independent Byzantine State was a basic 
prerequisite for both survival and resistance. 

As such, the consolidation of the Nicene State and the reor- 
ganization of the Patriarchate proved more important and press- 
ing than the luxury of debating an issue of secondary import- 
ance 8, Of course, it was common knowledge that the establishment 





voonu.e tocodtov xatepyco0n Thy Sdvauty cg wnds SvvyOjvar SrorVcyOtvar tH ovy- 
“aAHT@ Teel vynorelag Thy ovvyOn SudAckw, 7 xocretror oedévtiov». Toannes Zona- 
ras, Epitomae Historiarum, ed, Theodore Buttner-Wobst, (Bonn, 1897), 
III, p. 455, 1-8, Also, Nic. Chon., Selention, p. 99, 18; 98, 27; 99,3: «meptyapas 


colvey thy vnotelav drodeEmueda». 


37. Nic. Chon. Oration, p. 114,4: t @ < 
chy tod orépoug dvdSyow», does not imply an ecclesiastical coronation bu 


simply an act of proclamation. : 

38. Theodore Lascaris banned any discussions that could have jeo- 
pardized the unity of the Nicene State. He even forbade the discussion of 
theological questions, Heisenberg, Neue Quellen, \Il, p. 55. 


«bea S& pete 7 gowixody médthov not 








Painarhs = inconsistent and contrary to canon 
of the Se ane. was only temporary, (until their law 8. 
Yet, # tinople), having been necessitated by the cinemas 
“ @ As for Theodore’s ascent to umperium, though ad mitt = 
linc was proclaimed and crowned in exile~ was at thesgdee 
time an act of divine providence “=. Was he not instrumenta} * 
bringing under bis rule the dispersed and persecuted citizens a 
ike fallen Empire? Qn account of =m the Empire rose from the 
reins and its unity and faith were again safeguarded. And shia 
all, the hope of the Empire's final restoration at last had 
te materialize hacause Romania was divinely reseued from a 
danger of complete annihilation “_ These views, at first ior 
among the Greeks of western Asia Minor * and Crastanticagt 





39. The cameas of the Church prohibited bishops to occupy more 
than ene see. G. Rhalle-M. Poile, 2ivtayna réw Qciow wai ‘Ieodw Karéremy 
(Ailess, 1652), Il, p. 2: «BE mag mpeafiiempes | Sudxowor | -_ dander che 
Smeces mapeneiey Sit Scdpew Esky xi mews wstartac harzigy fy OO me 
pentiz... taster xsisdeusy wopetc: Asrceugysive. Canon XV of the Apostolic 


he ‘ TES eg Sodeiacs. - ores Ar Seern) 

igeanee> &* steag Sokyeize. Canon XVI of the First Nicene © F 

Hi, pp. 148-449. . Council, 
@Uew ard mitewc ck xouy wh uevaSxivers 
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quickly spread in the islands - 

his exile in the island of Keos, the cre mainland of Greece: From 
Michael Choniates, on more then ens peter: of Athens, 
his letters the claims of Theodore’s leglianany: tein il 
throne **. This is not an isolated incident covenliog tice 


‘ 
a 


te 


this delegation implies that the Cypriot e Church recogninead 4 
Theodore's claims and at the same time the temporary retans . 
of the patriarch in Nicaea *. ' 

Theodore also had issued an order (ca 4208 - 1240), : 
that his subjects take an oath of fidelity and allegiance to his : 


rule and imperial family. Even the clergy took this cath, issuing 
a tomos in which they declared their fidelity to the Emperor and 
his son Nicholas “. The tomes was signed by the Patriarch Mi- 


“9 
precisely delineated. However, we de know that Lascaris’ domain inchaded Pe 
all the coast of Asia Minor from the river Indes to Amastris on the Black — 
Sea. Peter Charanis, «On the Asiatic Froatiers of the Empire of Nicaea» — 


Orwntaha Christiana Periedica, XIII (1947), 38. The idea of a Greek com 
trolled enclave within the domains of the Seljuk Sultanate bas heen dismissed — 
by Robert Lee Wolff, «The Lasearids’ Asiatic Frontiers ence mores, Grientalie 
Christiana Periedica, XV (1949), 1968. —s 
44. Lampros, op. ext., I, p. £50, 17-24; 276, 4-277, 1. «St pie eee 
vEpx xxl xowdy eutspetiy sidéces xxi Grewsilorcey catl ake yeojeen Mae eh 
ody xpdrog xxtapelyover of ted ebcouysword weideweg vemaryel sak dokaig wees Boe 
op. cit, p. G2TMT and. Gall = Bee ine oe 
45. K. Chatzepsalies, « » Neng Oe 
worby Hacguxgysiov dpyaudves ta I” aX. alners, Kenqemnat Zeenat, XX =e 
(4964), 144-468. The autocephalous Archbishep of Cyprus was traditena = 
patres, Migne, PG 132-1907; Brehier, + Op. eat, PL ASR, OSL. ano , 
not be considered valid because there was ne m a ee ee 
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him with the symbols of his office. In 1209, the bishop 
went to Nicaea to secure the validity @ os ey 
and the Patriarchal Synod which convened 


47. N.. : ; 
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\utoreianos and the standing p bobanmgevetes sree had 
chael Auto by everybody - the aristocracy, the army and the 
to be ache Theodore’s son, Nicholas is mentioned re 
nate = basileus and successor-in-title, apparently signifying 
P 


heodore’s determination to secure on the Byzantine throne a 


dynasty of his own “*. cae ; 
With regard to the organization of the Byzantine State of 


Nicaea, Theodore entrusted the key positions of his government 
and of his army to the ruling Byzantine aristocracy which fled 
to Asia Minor, subsequent to 1204 “’. For their services, he freely 
distributed important titles and high positions and in many cages 
even land grants ©°. He also invited to his court from the Greek 
speaking lands people who could contribute with their learning 
and skills to the commonwealth of the Nicene State. On Several 
occasions, men who could not endure living under the Latins came 
to Nicaea, some even carrying with them letters of recommenda- 


court and the dignitaries traditionally after the coronation of a new B 


naa . mperor, 
The best study on the subject is the article of N. G. Svoronos, «Le serment 
de fidelite a |’Empereur Byzantin et sa signification constitutionnelle», Reoue 


des Etudes Byzantines, 1X (1951), 106-142, esp. 125ff. For the tomos see also 
V. Laurent, Les Regestes des Actes du Patriarcat de Constantinople, Fasc. IV 
Les Regestes de 1208 a 1309, (Paris, 1971), No. 1207, pp. 6-8. | ios 

48. ibid., p. 137ff and 143-144. By associating 
Theodore wanted to establish Nicholas’ dynastic cla 
to the throne, 

; 49. Peter Charanis, «On the Social Structure 
zation of the Byzantine Empire i 
Byzantinoslavica, XII (1951), 97 ff; 
The most important aristocratic far 
were the Palaeologoi, Vatatzae 
and Philanthropenoi, Theodore 
the support of these families w 
sely during the last two centuri 
of Theodore was decided by { 
and the higher cle 
Minor, Acr., p. 117. 7. 


Of Theodore’s agrari 
; tarian policy ¢ ; ' 
cracy, consider: ]. Glykatzi-Ahrwele. a poli tt the landed aristo 


de Nice», Byzantion, XXVIII (195 ) a5 politique Agraire des Empereurs 


his son with the Empire, 
Ims as heir and successor 


and Hconomic Organi- 
n the Thirteenth Century and Later», 
M.A, Andreeva, Op. cit., p. 82fT, 113-127. 
nilies that dominated the scene in Nicaea 
Rauloi, Kamytzae, Aprenoi, Tarchaneiotae 
Lascaris’ rise to power largely depended on 
hose influence and power had grown immen- 
ba Acropolites implied that the rise to power 
neta : landed aristocracy — mepupavésy avSeay — 
; of whom controlled the land of western Asia 


: Glykatzi-Ahrweilop ° Son. Charanis, On the Social Structure, 
6. + Andreeva, op, cit., pp. 113-127, 
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tion from fellow Greeks", The contribution of thes 
resenting a wide spectrum of background and interest, enriched 
the intellectual life of the Nicene Kingdom providing af the same 


time a capable political and ecclesiastical leadership. 


The Orthodox Patriarch of Constantinople took up residence 


in the monastery of Yakinthos where the synods of the Church 
were usually convened 52, The Ssynodal acts of the period 1208 - 
1214 convince us that the Nicene clergy, though not completely 
subservient to Theodore’s demands, faithfully went along with 
his policies endorsing his campaigns against the Latins and the 
rival principality of Trebizond. The Church issued a tomos ad- 
dressed to the army, urging the soldiers to give their faithful 
support to the Emperor and promising to absolve the sins of 
those who would sacrifice their lives on the battlefield in his serv- 
ice *8, 

This kind of dispensation is nowhere to be found in the teach- 
ings of the Orthodox Church **. It was obviously promulgated at 


e men, rep- 


51. The Metropolitan of Athens Michael Choniates recommended to 
Theodore Lascaris, Chalkoutzes, a Greek from Negropont, Lampros, op. cit., 
16) oe Ae rp Se 

Other refugees in Nicaea were a certain hierarch from Crete with whom 
Michael Choniates corresponded, ibid., pp. 279-280, and a Metropolitan 
from Mitylene whom Lascaris introduced to Nicholas Mesarites, then Metro- 
politan of Ephesos, requesting a bishopric for this man until he returns back 
to his own see which was at the time under the Latins. Kurtz, op. cit., 110. 
Choniates also recommended to the Patriarch Manuel Sarantenos his char- 
tophylax George Bardanes. Lampros, op. cit., Naa oY 3371ff. Theodore’s inter- 
vention on behalf of the Metropolitan from Mitylene implies that the self 
exiled Orthodox ecclesiastics were not prohibited from being active in the 
life of the Church. In fact, their appointment in another see, while their 
own was vacant, though uncanonical in principle, did not went oe 
adverse criticism perhaps because the Church was I need of spiritual lead- 


ership. 


52. Chatzepsaltes, op. cit., p. 1661. 
53 Onan op. cit., p. 119.6% : Avdeltecbe obv xal xpartarovate 


h xtedle Sudv xod xorioyvere mavrds gvOrotapévov xal semaine ae 
husic rd leparixdv, te Sram tod TEVELLTOG bvuadipevos fairy ese te 
Eouev... Ila’ ob xat quetc thy weyaAny Sepedy THs sin fs onan 
ovyxopotuev buiv, toig brepuoyovot rod Axod TOD Oeod...». Ul. 


No. 1205, pp. 3-5. t 
ee The idea ote holy war was discouraged by the Churoh, V. Lauren 


‘storique du Sua 
«Lridée de guerre sainte et la tradition byzantine», rik . yer ed 
Est Europeen, XXIII (1946), 71-98. Although the oan 








30 
on of Theodore who wished to bestow on hig soldi 
a ‘vileges the Latin soldiers had rece; i 
he same spiritual priv! 8 ' ~°lVed from 
we Pope. This same dispensation, the Church granting the fog 
ed at sins, was also promulgated and granted to Th : 
oe special synodal act signed by the p eebieeae ”. The Synodal 
acts, heretofore mentioned, constantly emphasize and praise Theo. 
aorst merits as head of the state and defender of the Church 
This kind of praise and oratory 18 commonplace in Byzantine iis 
terature but the demands Theodore exacted are noteworthy Re 
indicating a strong and determined ruler. The oath of fidelity 
the remission of his sins and those of his soldiers, all imposed aa 
exacted from the Church without protest, indicate that the Cler- 
gy willingly submitted to his policies perhaps because they had 
faith in his leadership, entertaining at the same time the hope of 
an early return to Constantinople. 


the instigatl 
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aume6v 0 wat etryoy ont? Pe 120. 98: «.. 


TNO UEVOY scr) roAvypdve Huiv droxaraorhoa vuxnthy 


Eloy gay? (Povlov +7 “Papuatwv doy}, d¢ xat 
te XVTO0 Thy droorortxhy Aocydvtwy xoC- 
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CHAPTER I] 


THE FOUNDATIONS OF THE P 
RINCIPA 
OF EPIROS IN THE XII le Shia, 


Surphisnigly enough, no Byzantine historian ever undertook 
the task of writing the history of thirteenth century Epiros. Th 
reason for this is that the pro-Nicene historians veiphitae E irae 
meteoric rise as an act of rebellion against the divinely beet be 
rulers of Nicaea. Consequently, the accounts of Acropolites and 
Nicephoros Gregoras, who only sporadically mention the Ange- 
loi, are too brief and biased to delineate Epiros’ history on their 
base alone. 

Turning to the Epirote sources, apart from a monk’s chroni- 
cle, the Vita S. Theodorae !, they mainly consist of correspondence 
and ecclesiastical documents which undoubtedly are of great im- 
portance for the Nicene-Epirote ecclesiastical relations but of lit- 
tle value for examining the history of the foundations of Epi- 
ros. In fact, its early history and Michael Angelos’ rise to power 
despite some noteworthy attempts have not heretofore become 
the subject of an accurate and comprehensive study. Over a long 
period of time, scholars have mistakenly referred to Michael as 
despot and the principality he founded as a despotate *, an anach- 
ronism erroneously applied to Epiros and its rulers at this point 
in their history *. On the other hand, D. M. Nicol in his attempt 


1. Job Monachos, Vita S, Theodorae Reginae, Migne PG 127: cols. 
903-908. For other editions see, Bibliotheca Hagiographica Greaca, Subsidia 
Hagiographica, ed., Francois Halkin, vol. II, (Bruxelles, 1957), p- stan 
S. Petrides, «Le moine Job», Echos d’Orient, XV (1912), 43-48, has identified 
the author of the Vita with the thirteenth perl monk Job 
Meles or Melias of the Monastery of Lasitou in Constantinople. 

2. Meliarakes, op. cit., pp. 48-66; 159-170; N. B. es 
Anvind Kedrn tig Dpocynoxpartacn, LWAAaBos Bulavewdy Medertiv Hireel 
vow, (Athens, 1964), pp. 64-68; «Ol Adytor rob eat ROE 
* Byres nolo ‘Eraigelac Butavtwav Lnovddy XXVII (1957), 3-5. inate 

3. Bozidar Ferjancic, Despoti wu Visantyt i juznoslovenskum Ze, 
(Belgrade, 1960). 
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the unfavorable accounts of the pro-Nicene histo 
le a other extreme discrediting the Lascarids and 
went uth rights to the Byzantine throne of the Ane 
ne a result, fundamental questions pertaining to the orp 
of the foundation of the Epirote State and the circumstances 
under which Michael Angelos rose to power, were left una 
swered or merely dismissed. Yet m order to understand the dy. 
nastic conflict between the Angeloi and the Lascarids and the 
resulting ecclesiastical controversy, it is Imperative to establish 
the grounds of their respective claims as independent rulers and 
pretenders to the Byzantine throne, a study long overdue in the 

history of these two states. 


rang, 
Vindj- 


Se ea, 


Ferjantic maintai 
tains that Mj 
eT (1245-19 Michael I Angelos (1204-421 5) and his succesor 


30), n , 
Period mention only 1. oS8°s8ed the title of despot, The sources of 


only two des 
OM Yeosivad 41.:..., pots, Manuel 1 f 

(1225-4999 received their title during the f and Constantine Angelos, 
) th 8 the short reign of Theodore I Angelos 


te Emperor of : 
heatan? 2nd the eginning re ssalonica, In the second half of the thirteenth 
wy © sourteenth century the title of despot was 
ve anling he Constantinople on the Angeloi who 
a * the same conclusions endently from Ferjandié, L. Stier 
Byzantines » 488 origines du Despotat d’Hpire», 
he XVII (1959), 120-123, . 


01, D ; 
°spotate of Epiros, (Oxford, 1957), pp. 11-45. 





THE FOUNDATIONS OF THR PRINCIPALITY OF 
EPIROS 


AS a rule, modern works on the history of the foundation of 
Epiros as an independent state in the early part of the thirteenth 
century derive their information from the Vita S. T heodorae ig- 
noring the conflicting accounts of other sources and the problems 


raised therein +. With little if any variation they are an elabora- 


tion on the Vita’s account which begins with Michael’s odyssey 
from the Peloponnesos to Epiros*. According to this, shortly 
after the fall of Constantinople, Michael left his eparchy in Pelo- 
ponnesos to help his relative, Senacherim, the governor of Ni- 
copolis, quell a revolt that had broken out in that city. How- 
ever, before Michael arrived, Senacherim had been murdered and 
the anarchists had taken control. To avenge the death of his re- 
lative, Michael crushed the revolt, taking into his hands the va- 
cant leadership of the theme. Being himself a widower, he mar- 
ried the widow of Senacherim and proclaimed himself governor 
of Epiros *. 


1. Romanos, op. cit., esp. p. 4, 14, 28; Meliarakes, op. cit., pp. 50-64. 
Nicol, op. cit., pp. 12-17. The Vita’s account is discredited by numerous 
inaccuracies and inconsistencies. For instance, its author erroneously dates 
the blinding of the young John Lascaris by Michael VIII at the time Con- 
stantinople fell to the Latins (1204): Aativey ged, tis Kwvotavtivou “para 
odvtwy hyuardrevta, wey map’ exelvov abv rou morAoIg xal 6 Paordeds *AAE- 
Erog. "Exrv@rodirar 8& Adoxapic 6 matic év 7 “Avatony, reaps Muyorhr rob [ochocto- 
ASyou Tod thy Buctrelav tore Spakapévou" noc Noumdy endhoOn me TET —e 
uel ovyyboews. Migne, PG 127: 904B. John Lascaris the son of Taare. : 
Lascaris was blinded by Michael VIII on December 25, 1261. Deno Psi 
nakoplos, Emperor Michael Palaeologus and the West (Cambridge, a 
1959), p. 145 n. 27a. 


2. Migne, PG 127:cols 904B-905A. ; 
3. The Vita here again contradicts itself. Michael Angelos could not 


receive Senacherim’s widow as his wife because he was married poi id 
dow’s first cousin: «val mpdrepov obror mpwrebadéhpats ee Alena 
PG 127: col. 904A; AapBdver dé ahy éxelvou ovata. . .” col. 904B. : oP 
Geoffroy de Villehardouin, op. ¢tt., P: 110. ae 
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After his proclamation, Michael launched an unsuccessful cam. 
et the Latins in the Morea 4 to regain his former 
aign against the %é : ; ter- 
ares which had since fallen under Latin rule. Losing all h 
of regaining the land, upon his return to Epiros Michael suppo- 
sedly assumed the title of despot °. His new office was then fou 
mally ratified by the ex-emperor Alexios III upon a brief sojourn 
to Michael’s court °. Thereafter Michael and his successors were 
called despots and their state the despotate of Epiros. 
Interestingly enough, no other source has verified the Vita’s 
supposition that Michael Angelos, prior to this involvement in 
Epiros, was governor of Peloponnesos. On the contrary, this asser- 
tion is contradicted by Villehardouin who explicitly mentions 
Michael being in the company of Boniface of Montferrat after 
1204 and suddenly deserting him to go to Arta to marry the dau h 
. : g - 
ter of a rich Greek’. Furthermore the Vita is contradicted by 
the historian Nicetas Choniates who mentions Michael Angelos 
— certainly not as governor of Peloponnesos — but as Phorolo- 
gos of Mylasa in Asia Minor 8. This post was evidently held by 
Michael until the end of the troublesome reign of Alexios II] 
sd whom he raised the banner of revolt, allying himself with 
ukneddin Sulaiman (ca. 1201), the Sultan of Iconium ®, 


Ope 


—_______, 


4. Villeh., op, Cit, ll 19: , 
Schmitt, (London, 1904) » PP. 138-139; The Chronicle of Morea, ed., John 


, lin ‘ i 
Sicily Michest ae €8 1505-1738, mentions the battles but not ex- 


5, Nicol, op. cit.,p.14:P i 
Om p. 14; P, Aravantinos, Xgovoypagla tH ’Hrelgov, (Athens, 


6. Acr, Pp. 13,8. 29- 
chael’s office by it - 23-14.8.4 does not me 
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TET Miyochr nerd TOIg &E abe 
127: col. 904¢. 


7. Villeh, o 


ntion the ratification of Mi- 


€ government of th 


e € region: elg xAjpov 28607 wdré 
00, h Anyodon téte Hy ae 


THS Hyewovlas dpyh. Migne, PG 
P. cit. II pp, 108-141, 


8. Nic. Chon, 70 
- 700. 20-23: 
oetoTOXEd- Top Ig THE tnepylac ee Te 6 be vobelag vide 
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shes 1633, pp ioe kunden des 6s 
, Nic. Chon at 

, - 700, 

(AreE(oy) dolore “ ie véog xocl 


V4 , 
4 MOMUD BE eenBele re9) 


’Twa&vvov tod 
ONS POPOAbYOG drootwAelc... That during 
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Since the histories of Villehardouin and Nicetas Choniates 

are by far more credible than the Vita’s account 
necessity to reconstruct the history of the foundation of the prin- 
cipality of Epiros. The last reference made to Michael before his 
descent to Greece is as dux and phorologos and later as an ally of 
the Sultan of Iconium. Following his sojourn there, and some- 
time after the fall of Constantinople, Michael is mentioned by 
Villehardouin as serving under Boniface of Montferrat who was 
obviously in need of support , But having realized that there 
was nothing to be gained from this alliance he decided to go to 
Epiros. According to Nicol it was not as a stranger that he ap- 


, it becomes a 





din Sulaiman) mpooptetar... Choniates, 701.5 says that Michael as an ally 
of the Sultan proved worse than an infidel: yelewy tév dropvAWY xa vHhe- 
Eatepos dvSpopdvog Serxviuevoc. Nicol who follows the Vita’s account rejects 
this view maintaining like P. Wittek, «L’Epitaphe d’un Comnene a Konias, 
Byzantion X (1935), 512 ff and XII (1937) 209-244, that this Michael Angelos 
is a different person than the founder of the principality of Epiros and that 
«Nicetas [Choniates] seems to have confused two Michaels, each the bastard 
son of a different John Comnenos». op. cit., p. 22. 11. Wittek has produced 
an inscription reading: évrab0« xetra. mopmupoyewntwy yévoo Muyahh dunotic 
orkvys, Eyxov tod mavevyeveotétov dsiceyxdvon tHv dowdhuwv moppupoyewhrav 
Bactréwy, xve0d “Iw (dvvov) Kouvnvod ro} Maveofayn, vid¢ 8% tobi Kouvyvod év 
Ere. SAS’ 6806, i. €. 1297 (lvSixtudsvog) 1’, unvl NoewBoel» «’. According to 
Wittek this Michael is the same with the one who rebelled against Alexios III 
but not the same with Michael of Epiros. The fact that this inscription is 
dated 1297 makes Wittek’s point very hypothetical. On the other hand Ni- 
cetas Choniates identified the rebel Michael with the founder of Epiros as: 
Altwrtav 8& xol tk tH Nixomdrer mpooopifbueva xal bax moderow é¢ “Ert- 
Sauvov, 6 Muyochd iSucdbanro, dv éx omepudtav oxotiwv 6 ceBactoxpdtwp Eptevoey 
"Twdvvng. Nic. Ghon. 841. 6-9. Compare also his previous statement Muyahr dé 
ig én vobelac vidc "Iwdvwov tod aeBxoroxedtopos. 700. 20ff. Lucien Stiernon, 
«Les Origines du despotat d’Epire», Reoue des Etudes Byzantines XVII (1959) 
96 ff. proved that there is only one Michael and not two as Wittek has 
maintained. Stiernon, pp. 114-126, has convincingly shown (1) that there was 
only one Michael and not two as have Wittek-Nicol proposed. (2) Michael’s 
father, John the sevastokrator, bore officially the name of Doucas. (3) Mi- 
chael himself, his brothers and sons, are of the Comnenoi Doucas family. 
(4) Michael exercised the functions of dux and anagrapheus (phorologos) in 
the theme of Mylassa and Melanoudion. (5) In Epiros he never became 
despot and consequently never the founder of a despotate. (6) The terms, 
despot and despotate, applied to Michael are absent from contemporary By- 
zantine or Western sources. 

S 10. When Michael joined his company, Boniface of Montferrat was 
preparing for an expedition to the south of Greece. Villeh. op. cit. pp. 109-110. 
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e. for the region was familiar to him aupposedly through 


hn Angelos Commenos "1, who ih 
~ ee ok ve uly and Epiros 1°, Admittedly 
Eanlore Sis first activities in Epiros beyond this point 
., tablished except that within a short period he assu- 
ii ee ol of the region to the extent to be able to wage 
Bs : is Morea, Thessaly and Macedonia 1, 
a, regard " the formal recognition of Michael as despot 
# se of a despotate, the sources of this period, including the 
Vita S. Theodorae, nowhere mention anything that could even re. 
motely substantiate it. According to the Byzantine cursys hono- 
rum, the office of despot was usually conferred by the Emperor 
himself upon his son-in-law designating him as heir presumptive 
to the Byzantine throne on the event that the Emperor did not 
have a male issue to succeed him '*. As such, the office of despot 
could not be hereditary nor could it be linked with the Jurisdic- 
tion and administration of a certain territory or theme 14. Yet, 
over a long period of time Michael Angelos has been referred to 
as despot and his principality as a despotate erroneously assum- 
ing that the ex-Emperor, Alexios III, during his sojourn in Epi- 
ros, had designated Michael as despot and heir to the Byzantine 
throne”. However this has never been documented and indeed 


peared ther 
his father, ' 
ruled over It as 


- ee Angelos Comnenos, the son of Constantine Angelos received 
BNILY of sevastocrator from Isaac II Ca. 1186. Nic. Chon. p. 482, 23 
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graphy, (London 1968), pp. 87 ae A Contribution to Byzantine Prosopo- 


120 Nico] op cit 5 
_? + * hs D. 11, but witho t . 
12a. Stiernon, OP. cit., p, 129 Bic! documentation, 
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Osten s Etudes Byzantines, XVII (1959), 52-89, 
shor ft, VIL (1951), 448-46 *ogorsky, ‘Urum-Despotesy, Byzantinische Zeit- 
MEMOR, op. cit, pp. 49,’ SP» 458-459; Ferjandic, op. cit., pp, 210-213. 


--- Alexiog 
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© Nominated despot by Alexios III was his son-in-law 
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carried the title of despot until the time he was proclaimed Empe- 
ror in Nicaea. 

Far from being a despot or the founder of a despotate, Mi- 
chael was in reality the scion of a well known byzantine family 


himself a territory over which he exercised his sovereignty as an 
independent ruler 1’, That Michael did not entertain any serious 
thoughts of claiming the title of despot or for that matter the 
imperium is indicated by the fact that throughout his ten-year 
rule he refrained from assuming any particular title that would 
seem to antagonize the claims to the Byzantine throne of the 
Nicene rulers 1°, The Epirote sources of this period amply attest 
to this as is evinced in a commercial transaction with Venice 
(1210), in which Michael signed the treaty as «ego Michael Com- 
nanus Dux, filius quondam sevastocratoris loannis Ducis». It 
should be noted that the title sevastocrator ranked below that of 
the despot and Michael could claim only the honorific dignity of 





Alexios Palaeologos. Acr., P. 9.5.1. WAReElD rq Tlorarordye bv xed deorérny 
vetlunxev». After Alexios Palaeologos’ death, he elevated to the office of despot 
his second son-in-law Theodore Lascaris «xo) Seondrny Sn’ éxetvey teTiunuévovn, 
Theodore kept the office of despot even in Nicaea, Nic. Chon., p. 756.10; 
Acr., p. 11.7.5 «xat &¢ deondrov Tapa mdévtoY pnuttougvon rod Aucxderocn. 

17. Acr., p. 18.8,25-14.8).4 «hy yao obtog [6 Miywha] 7 thre pépous 
twos tH Tladnrdic "Hreloov xpathoas... xal Fy obtog duvactebwv ric TOLMUTHS 
XHeas "loawlvav yao eye xal "Aptns xual uéyer Naumdxtoun; Nic. Chon., p. 
841. 7-9. 

18. The only official surviving documents from Michael’s rule are in 
Latin where he styles himself «Michael Comnanus Dux». Paul Lemerle, «Trois 
Actes du Despote d’Epire Michel II concernant Corfou connus en traduction 
latine», Tgocgogd eic SrlAnwva IT. Kvg.axidny (Thessalonica, 1953), 407. 
There exist two seals of Michael bearing the legends: «Xepdyrounx yeupay Mi- 
xan Aovxa péow ceBactoxpatopotvros ebOarotic xradov», and «Leedytoux yea- 
pav Miyand Aobxa pépw», cited by Polemis, op. cit., p. 92. 

19. G. Tafel and G. Thomas, Urkunden zur dlteren Handels und Staats- 
geschichte der Republik Venedig, (Vienna, 1856), v. II p. 119. The conditions 
of this agreement were very humiliating for Michael because he was recogni- 
zing Venice’s sovereignty over his own lands restoring to them the same 
privileges they had enjoyed during the reign of Manuel Comnenos (1143-1180); 
«Debent autem vestri Venetici in omnibus terris quas habeo et habebo et 
in eis, que sunt michi concesse per uos, in quibus volueritis vos et successores 
vestri habere ecclesiam et curiam et fondicum et omnes alias honorificentias... 
quas habebant tempore domini Emanuelis Imperatoris», p, 121. Lemerle, 


op. cit, pp. 407-8, 





38 | 
attested from the corresponden 
his father. This alana Biers tiohes! Chopintos ahi ri 
the erudite spe the Kingdom of Nicaea had also maintgj. 
des his pa tions with Michael Angelos whom he howeyey 
ned friendly ‘A i his letters as despot or basileus but simply 
never sagan anipvovy, ed0ev MeTLOTEVLEVOY SrcraVc Starnes 
be bn’ avTov rnovg eacv0épouc and THs “Tradiniic TUpaWVI3og), . 
paar in a panegyric dedicated to Michael the Metropolitan 
of Naupactos John Apocaucos addressed Mipheal as «t05 Souxde 
xupod TOD nepimoOjtov viod Tov TeeptBonrov xual Keluaxaolotov ge- 
auaroxpdropog).™ In the event that Michael could have claimed 
for himself a higher title of nobility Apocaucos surely would have 
contained it in the text of his encomium. In the same manner, the 
historian George Acropolites who usually expresses the Nicene 
bias towards Epiros mentions Michael without ascribing to him 
any particular title except that he was «... duvaorevav... "Twavivey,.. 
"Aornc xat wéxor Navmdxrov».** In his brief exposé of Epiros, Ac- 
ropolites also states that Michael’s brother Theodore Angelos, the 
future ruler of Epiros, was for several years in the service of Theo- 
dore Lascaris and that he was finally released of his duties only 
alter he had pledged to remain faithful to the Lascarids %°, Need- 
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less to say Michael had all along pressed for his brother’s release 
especially as he had not a heir old enough to succeed him *4. 


Upon his arrival in Greece, Theodore at first spent several 
years in Peloponnesos battling against the Latins and trying un- 
successfully to consolidate hig authority around Corinth and Ar- 


25 } } . < o 
gos *. However, with Michael’s assassination in 1215 —the mo- 
tives of his assassination are obscure — 


assumed the leadership of the state 
ruler of Epiros 2’. 

At the time of Michael’s death, Epiros’ territories extended 
along the Epirote and Acarnanian coast from Naupactos to Dyr- 
rachium including also the islands of Corfu and Leucas 28. Whereas 
Michael had concentrated his military activities in Pelopon- 
nesos and along the Ionian coast, Theodore immediately turned 
his armies against the Latins and their various strongholds in 
Thessaly and Macedonia. Within the span ofa decade his brilliant 
military victories against the Latins and the Bulgars — in- 
deed the achievements of a bold and genius strategist — included 
the conquest of the Lombard baronies of Thessaly with the huge 
fortress of Platamona, situated northeast of Larissa, Neopatras 
and a series of fortresses in Macedonia, including Servia, Berroia, 
Prosek, Achrida, Serres and Drama **. Thus prior to his greatest 
military triumph, the conquest of Thessalonica in 1224, Theodore 
was the acknowledged ruler of all the territories extending along 
the Ionian coast from Naupactos to Dyrrachium, including also 
a great part of Bulgaria and Macedonia. 


*° Theodore immediately 
ucceeding his brother as 


by the Patriarch Michael Autoreianos; see discussion in this work, p. 27ff. 

24. Acr. loc, cit. 

25. Nicol, op. cit., p. 25ff; Romanos op. cit, p. 6. 

26. Acr. p. 25.14.3: per’ ob mord dé povevetar mapk tov tay bmnpeTay 
5 Miyahara vixtae éml tH¢ xAlvng ovyxaBeddov tH yuvoixt. ‘Papotog 58 iv T Qo- 
veut} tovoue. The Vita does not mention that Michael was murdered, col.905A. 

27, Although all the sources agree that it was Theodore who succeeded 
Michael, the author of the Vita maintains that Michael was succeeded by a 
son of his, named also Michael who after an impressive career was murdered 
to be succeeded by a brother of his, Theodore. Obviously the Vita at this 
point has confused the names of the Epirote rulers as well as the time of their 
respective rule, Vita, Migne, PG 427:col. 905A. 

28. Nicol, op. cit., p. 42. 

29. ibid., p. 48ff. 
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ure of Thessalonica in 1224 °°, the second city of 
The captur avy blow to the Latins and a great achieve. 
ks. Theodore’s victory meant an : 
ment of the cae Even more the transformation Be 
cedented et independent principality into a Kingdom. His 
state wees and coronation to the Byzantine throne as basileys 
ai was celebrated in Thessalonica *! to the dismay ang 
cor of the Nicene rulers leet Rear be Pledge of 
loyalty that Theodore had given them **. However, with the Son 
quest of Thessalonica and the greater part of Macedonia under 
his command, Theodore could justifiably claim to have opened 
the way to Constantinople making the dream of all the Greeks 
—the restoration of the Empire — almost a reality. As it was 
expected, the Kingdom of Nicaea refused to recognize his pro- 
clamation sending him an ultimatum to lay aside the crown and 
the purple *. Compelled by the patriarch’s and the Emperor’s in- 
fluence, the Metropolitan of Thessalonica Constantine Mesopo- 
tamites refused to crown Theodore Angelos 34. The rite was final- 
ly performed by Demetrios Chomatianos the autocephalous Arch- 
bishop of Achrida *, 

Upon his proclamation, Theodore proceeded to reorganize his 
state, making Thessalonica his provisional capital and creating a 
— a of seal aaa anstocraey and the land- 
ee = die = oe to organize his imperial court 
ae - ntine court of Constantinople by no- 

f ocrators and protovestiarioi out of the 
ee 
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- He also ac- 


corded land privileges to bishops and abbots thus inere 
land holdings and economic power 88, 

As a result of Theodore’s expansionist policy the ecclesiasti- 
cal ta&Et¢ of his principality had to be reorganized. Among his 
newly recovered territories there were vacant episcopates with 


asing their 


been altered during their Captivity to accomodate the dictates of 
the Latin ecclesiastical organization 39, Consequently, Theodore 
Angelos and his ecclesiastical leadership faced a dual task : to 
restore these newly acquired sees to their appropriate status as 
episcopates and to fill their vacancies with newly elected ecclesia- 
stics or give them back to their former prelates, 

To meet these demands and function effectively the clergy 
of Epiros had also to be reorganized. Having severed their rela- 
tions with the Patriarchate on account of its close ties with the 
court of the Lascarids, the highest ecclesiastical authority was now 
entrusted to the hands of the Synod, a collegiate tribunal compo- 





Constantine Angelos were raised to the office soon after the proclamation of 
their brother Theodore in Thessalonica (1224-1225). Ferjandic, op. cit., p. 
213; Guilland, op. cit., p. 74. Manuel is mentioned as despot in a prostagma 
by his brother Theodore: «dv Taveutuxsotatov Seonétyy xal mepetéOyrov 
avtadserpov ti Bocvrelag wou xdexv Mavouya tov Aodxavn in A, Papadopou- 
los-Kerameus, *Avddexta ‘Iegocodvnuutixic Lrayvodoyiac, (St. Petersburg 1897), 
[Vi 72869; 

37. Acr., p. 34.24.5-8; The names and the titles of the newly created 
aristocracy can be established from the Synopticon of Demetrios Chomatianos, 
in J, B. Pitra, Analecta sacra et classica, (Paris-Rome, 1894), VI, col. 785i. 

38. That the Angeloi were the dynasts and the owners of large estates 
can be adduced from a chrysobull of the despot Michael II Doucas, dated 1246. 
Miklosich-Miiller, op. cit., IV, pp. 345-346 and V, pp. 14-15. 

39. For an analysis of the Partitio Romaniae by the crusaders and its 
impact on the thematic organization of the Byzantine Empire, including 
the Epirote domains, see D. Zakythinos, «Medérat mel rie douceerae drat 
pécews nal rio exapytaxtig dromxhosws gv TH BotavrwG xodtew, Exergis Erau- 
gelas Bularvtway Lnovddy, XXI (1954), 1791, esp., p. 194. The administra- 
tive changes affected by the Latins on the Greek ecclesiastical organi zation 
can be determined by comparing the taktika, the so called Notitiae Kpisco- 
patum with the Latin Provinciale; R. L. Wolff, «The Organization of the 
Latin Patriarchate of Constantinople», Traditio, VI (1948),33-60 esp, 39M, 
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etropolitan and their episcopal col- 
sed of a ee aitens of the tribunal, the archbishop oy 
leagues *°. The Pp usually issued the decisions of the Synod 41. 
the ae dam were established two synodal courts, one in 
ame beitepolitan see headed by John Apocaucos 42 ang 
Sees ds, the autocephalous see of the archbishop 
the oth ae 
peer eee eae correspondence of these two prelates we 
aaa their courts were mainly concerned with problems 
of Church administration, violation of civil and canon law and 
jurisdictional disputes involving occasionally Stauropegia (pa- 
triarchal) foundations <8, Moreover, within the judicial system of 
the state, the Synod served as a judicial advisory council dealing 


——————— 


40. That the Synod was the highest ecclesiastical authority can be 
simply attested from the Synodica of the Bpirote Church. Consider the fol- 
lowing: Dvvodixdy ext meoBory tod Bapdavov yxptopvraxos "AOnvay ele doyrepga 
Keoxvpatwv in Vasiljevski, op. cit., pp. 260-263; [lp&Eu¢ ouvodixh meol ti¢ rod 
Seordrov Oeoddpov el¢ Bacrtéx avayopedcews, ibid., pp. 285-286; also Ipd¢ tov 
marpideyny Tittdxtov THY Chov dpytepéwv oyedixobev raped to Navmdxrov. ibid., 
pp. 288-293. 

41, E. Herman, «Appunti sul diritto metropolitico nella Chiesa Bizan- 
tina», Orientalia Christiana Periodica, XIII, (1947), 522-550. 

42. For Apocaucos’ activities and his surviving responsa as a canon 
lawyer, see A, Papadopoulos-Kerameus, Bucartic I (Athens,1909), 3-30, contain- 
ing Apocaucos’ synodal acts promulgated either by him or by a synod he was 
heading. These acts deal with questions of canon law involving charges of 
adultery, jurisdictional disputes and synodal sanctions. The synodal court 
of Naupactos was headed by Apocaucos and the bishops of Arta, Acheloos, 


loannina, Dryinoupoleos, Bothrotou, Draganestou and Bonitzes. ibid., 
document 9, p. 26, 
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reputation among Theodore A 
rences made to his see as synod 


petent canon lawyer had gained a great 
ngelos’ subjects. There are numerous refe- 
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with matters involving the violation of civil and criminal codes. 
In this respect, the synodal tribunal never decided an issue but 
only offered an expert advice. 

Due to the personal influence of John Apocaucos, the see of 
Naupactos at first held a higher position than Achrida within the 
administrative structure of the state. However, with the accession 
of Demetrios Chomatianos to the archiepiscopate, Naupactos be- 
gan steadily to decline as an ecclesiastical and judicial center 
soon to be replaced by Achrida, the new ecclesiastical capital of 
Theodore’s realm **. Naupactos’ decline can be partlly attributed 
to Apocaucos’ advanced age and to his somewhat conservative 
attitude towards the ecclesiastical policies of Theodore Angelos. 
On the other hand, Achrida’s position was greatly enhanced by 
Demetrios Chomatianos’ competence as canonist and his active 
participation in Theodore Angelos’ government as a strong advo- 
cate of the ecclesiastical independence of the Helladic provinces 
from the jurisdiction of the Patriarchate in Nicaea. As a result, 
Achrida enjoyed special privileges ranking the highest in the cen- 
tral and western areas of the Balkan peninsula rivaling Nicaea, 
the temporary residence of the Constantinopolitan Patriarch. Also 
Chomatianos’ influence among his western colleagues rapidly in- 
creased so as to be unanimously acclaimed by them as their spo- 
kesman and recognized leader. | 

Having established his imperial authority over these terri- 
tories, Theodore Angelos began to rule both in theory and in prac- 
tice like the past Byzantine rulers. And it was as such that De- 
metrios Chomatianos addressed him a letter, where he discussed 
his ideas on kingship in raising the question of the relationship = 
the Emperor to the law “’. The Emperor, Chomatianos says 1n : 

raph is not subject to the human temptations an 
ie i , d luxuries that induce 
weaknesses for he resists the pleasures an aaa atk 
common man 47, The Emperor like Moses 1s a servant 0 
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As the protector and the defender of the Empire, the basileus ma 
render judgement and punishment In imitation to God 
nishes those who transgress his commands. In this 
Emperor is the earthly counterpart of God 5, 
didactic punishment without transgressing the ] 
instituted, so the Emperor too renders judgeme 


public interest and like God he does n 
law 2, 





who pu- 
regard the 
As God renders 
aw that He has 
nt, acting in the 
ot violate the law- being the 


Realizing that Theodore’s claims to the imperium were sub- 


a 


ob x™mUdTOY, of TPUDAS, 
Oupduevor. . .» 

48. ibid, col., 474, 

49. ibid,, Cols, 475-476 

50. «Toy Baarge TOlVUV 6 Adyos obx draitel. obte dmoatorixhy, ote ptro- 
S090 elroy doxnrhy TeheLdry ) 


TH THY Baotredory ceudtovoavn, ibid., col. 476. 
Metrios Chomatianos’ 


ideas of kingship Nicephoros 
Sopher and ecclesiastic in Nicaea, maintained in his 
he basileus sho ive after self-perfection : «Xen 
Ov Ey ocbeg, seat obte 3) tév mepl adrév re xed) 


to achieve this goal he 
e if the stud 


Od xAdHc, obddy Tivos ddAov dy Seouotvrar of Xapot 
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ever, were realistic enough to recognize that from a dynastic point 
of view the Angeloi could easily match their claims to the imperium 
lacking only the sanction and the approval of the Church- in this 
case the patriarch and his synod. Having at their aid the support 
of the Church, the Lascarids were more than willing to support the 
patriarch’s vehement protests against Theodore Angelos’ policy of 
ecclesiastical autonomy and the condemnation of Theodore’s un- 
canonical anointment and coronation in Thessalonica by Deme- 
trios Chomatianos. By involving the Church in this contest for 
imperial supremacy, the Lascarids knew that they could count 
on the support of the greater segment of the Orthodox Church 
which was ever ready to label any one of their opponents with 
the stigma of schism and heresy. ah 

It is against this background, then, that the ecclesiastical 
conflict between the Patriarchate of Constantinople and the Sy- 
nod of the northern Helladic provinces will be next examined *s 
the aim of establishing their respective views on the problems ny 
ecclesiastical autonomy within an independent Byzantine state, 
the patriarch’s spiritual and jurisdictional authority and fe eg 
testing claims of the two rivals to the umpertum, of the Angelo 
and the Lascarids. 








CHAPTER Ill 
THE ECCLESIASTICAL CONFLICT 


As a rule, the Byzantine Church kept silent and rather jm. 
partial during dynastic disputes to be vocal only when fea 
orthodoxy of those involved was in question or when Obvious jn. 
justices demanded public censure '. However, now that the geq 
of the Empire was captive and the Byzantine crown was con. 
tested by the Angeloi and the Larscarids in exile, the Church ag. 
sumed a different role, by far more dynamic than it had ever 
enjoyed in the past *. The only institution to survive the disinte- 


gration of the Empire after 1204 was the Church, Indeed, the 


1. The Church usually demanded from the newl 
certain doctrinal guarantees. When these guarantees we 
triarch consented to perform the act of coron 
the case of Anastasios I, a warm supporter o 


the request of the patriarch, issued a formal statement of his orthodoxy 
Ostrogorsky, History, op. cit., p. 66; Orthodoxy was not the only requirement, 
When Michael VIII usurped the throne from the young John Lascaris Pa- 
triarch Arsenios openly castigated Michael’s crime. The youth was blinded 
and sent into exile, Geanakoplos, loc, cit.,; J. Sykoutres, «leet 7 Sytowe 
TOV “Apoewarévn, ‘Ekanvinad IT (1929), 257 ff. Hans-Georg Beck, «Senat und 


Volk von Konstantino lb, j : ; ; 
; pe, in Bayerische Akadem » Wis Tee 
hist, Klasse, 1966, Heft 6. yerische Akademie der Wissenschaften, phil. 


(Munich 1966) 39-40 tes 76- 
f : » Pp. , hotes 76-76a. Pro 
pa he ao noted that we must distinguish between Orthodoxy 
governing Emperor Sen and heterodoxy for the disqualification of a 
; - *0 De sure, the Byzantine Emperor had to be Orthodox; 
Was questioned thus givi d for his 
overthrow, O mie us giving ground fo 
Confirm the ~ other hand, Byzantine historians although they could 
not seriously chal their Emperor, yet his legitimacy they could 
2. «There w ; 
authority ofa strong soon ve? the Byzantine Church had relied on the 
World, but now emacs ar power to give it backing in the eyes of the outside 
had to be bolstered cae ‘nternational prestige of the Byzantine Empire 
reversed: it Was not the ed F Patriarch of Constantinople. Their roles were 
Which supporteg the nabs Stood behind the Church but the Church 

. Strogorsky, History, op. cit., p. 553. 


y elected Emperor 
re exacted, the pa- 
ation, An example of this is 
f the Monophysites, who, at 


enge, 


ey, 


— 


» the survi 
always linked with the survival : tvival of the Church was 


constantly reinforced by the fe 


i i ] and ] 


according to Byzantine constitutional 
were conceptualized as a parallel system 


Y connected in the life of the basileia ® 
To interpret then this alliance between imperium and sacerdo- 


tium as the mere outcome of expediency alone, as has been sug- 
gested, is rather misleading *®. Such a supposition would render 
the Church as a mere tool in the hands of ambitious and even 
unscrupulous leaders —in this case the Angeloi and the Lasca- 
rids. Furthermore, it would render the ecclesiastical rift of this 
period between the hierarchy of Nicaea and Epiros as an insig- 


nificant event which was dictated by the tastes of their respec- 
tive secular leadership ’. 





3. Despite the Latin domination, Greek ecclesiastical authorities con- 
tinued functioning. The administration of justice, for instance, was in the 
hands of the Greek clergy. Pitra, Analecta Sacra, op. cit., cols. 447-462; M. 
Drinov, «O neckotorikh trydakh Dimitrija Khomatiana, kak istoricheskom — 
materialie», Vizantiiski Vremennik II (41895), 1-23. 

4. Paul J. Alexander, «The Strength of Empire and Capital as Seen 
through Byzantine Eyes», Speculum XXXVII (1962), 341ff. 

5. The Byzantine canonist Theodore Balsamon defined the relationship 
between Church and State as follows: «ét: 3 tév udv abtoxpatéomy h dear) 
TPS PwTLoLoV xal ototaow émextelverat Yox7s te xal cdudtoc, Td SE weyahetov 
TOY TraTPLapyay cic udvyy Puxixhy gotevaxdentat Avorrérerav orlyn yao tobrotg 
tot ppovtic evrrabetac COUATLXIS, from his Medérar Htoe * Anoxelosic, in PG 
138: col.,10417D. Similarly «T¥¢ mod.telag... te ysyrore Kal evacyxardrate Ley 
Baswredg gort xat orertexng», Rhalles-Potles, op. cit., VI, p. 429; Ernest 
Barker, Social and Political Thought in Byzantium, (Oxford, 1957), p. 12. 

6. Gardner, however, maintained that the clergy was used by its se 

re ae { the dispute is perhaps partly to 

cular leadership: «The ecclesiastical face 0 P ego 
be attributed to the fact that the clergy were generally used by the secula 
rulers in drawing up their instructions...» op. ¢vt., P. 127. 
7. Gardner considered the ecclesiastical rift indeed 1 
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be sure, the role of the secular precedents in the eccle. 


+ between the two states is all prevailing and impor. 
the political considerations precipitated the eccle. 
he voluntary subordination of the hierarchy to 
licies of the Angeloi and the Lascarids cannot 
political considerations alone. Admittedly, the 
political factors were the _ to eet = ae Yet, 
the Church would have never een drawn into such a controver. 
sy for purely political reasons alone, especially when both rulers 
were Orthodox and any moral or ethical co nsiderations were out 
of the question. What is more, to attribute its involvement to mere 
obedience and servitude would be contrary both to its tradition 
and character contradicting also its record as a self governed body 
concerned with the spiritual life of the Byzantine commonwealth. 
What was then the hierarchy’s justification for entering into a 
controversy which threatened the unity of the Church to the 
extent of bringing about a schism?. 
The Church had always been an integral part of the Empire 
and as such it formed with the Emperor an amicable dyarchy 8, 
After 1204 the leadership of the Church was splintered and parti- 
tioned as a result of the Empire’s dismemberment. In due time 
when Nicaea and Epiros presented to the Church and the world 
their respective claimants to the imperium this unvoluntary di- 
vision became even more accentuated especially when their po- 
“a ne ee meric = into conflict. The hierar- 
the policies of their aie: 1 , “i akong. —_ = SupPorans 
tradition and in the natur : ‘+ : ie beret in Byzantine 
and State ® In ae a) i e relationship between Church 
proclaiming their support for Theodore Angelos 


tee 


whole ecclesiastical 
contro ; 
have bestowed upon it... 1» ibid, os 3, at at ae 


8. «The greatest bl 


siastical rif 
tant. In fact, 
siastical. Yet, 
the respective po 
be attributed to 


the same source and both ad ngs human; but both proceed from one and 
VI of Justinian cited orn the life of man». From the preface to Novella 

. The ese by Barker, op. cit., pp. 75-76 
ese view, the ‘oe Was inevitable because (i) in the By- 
pene °ace, the preser nS God's viceroy was entrusted with the main- 
vation of law and with the task of Christianizing 
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and their ecclesiastical autonomy from the Nicene based Patriarch 

the Epirote hierarchy not only endorsed the policies of thei , 
ler as claimant to the Byzantine throne but also expressed oh 
was a common belief: that as long as Constantinople was in cap- 
tivity and the Greeks were divided among themselves the im A 
rium could be claimed by anyone until the moment conseannen 
nople was liberated 1°. 

In asserting this notion, the ecclesiastical hierarchy of Epi- 
ros also put in question the legitimacy of the patriarch who was 
temporarily residing in Nicaea. Indeed, there had been several 
leaders who had objected to his residing in Nicaea ™ but their 
objections soon faded out as almost everybody readily recogni- 
zed the patriarch’s spiritual authority over the Orthodox Church. 
The only ones who invariably continued to question the re-estab- 
lishment of the Constantinopolitan Patriarchate in Nicaea were 
the Comnenoi in Trebizond and the Angeloi in Epiros. In doing 
so, they were attacking the Lascarids under whose patronage the 
patriarchate was established and also the hierarchy of the Church 
for recognizing them as the legitimate heirs to the Byzantine 
throne. However, these objections were voiced long before Nicaea 
and Epiros were openly involved in a controversy. 


the «barbarians»; (ii) the Church and the Emperor shared a common goal in 
the divine plan of history; (iii) the Empire, that is the Church and the State, 
was «the eye of the Christian faith», As such, any attack against the Empire 
was considered also an attack against the preaching of Christ’s mystery. 
For an elaboration of these ideas, see Alexander, op. cit., pp. 348-355; Franz 
Délger, Byzanz und die europdische Staatenwelt, (Ettal, 1953), p. 141ff; Gerhart 
Ladner, The Idea of Reform: Its Impact on Christian Thought and Action in 
the Age of the Fathers, (Cambridge, Mass., 1959), p. 107ff. 

10. Shortly after Michael Angelos was proclaimed King in Thessa- 
lonica, Apocaucos wrote him that with God’s help he should soon enter trum: 
phantly Constantinople. There he will be crowned Emperor: «Kat @¢ Tob: 8)- 
xhy emevaraBetv, Shy cor Kiprog maven te abrhuara tis xapdiag cov alt ed 
Thy Bovdyy cov maypdout & elow... mévTa ovpTatjont exBebv xo YHy marion 
zig Keavortaveivov xat thy év toic éxetce Bacthelorg abdny. AxédouBov dF tH Ta- 
Thuatt tout xack A ext Aodvov tod Baxorrrxod xdBiors acl boa 7H ee nen 
ixéueven. in V. G. Vasiljevski, «Epirotica eo XID, Vizantiiski Vremen 
nik, III, (1896) 288. Thereafter cited as Epurotca. mie 

peed Rae Blemmydes, Curriculum Vitae, ed. a ae 
berg, (Leipzig, 1896) pp. 6-7: «rij¢ Kavoravelvou } tod see ETOP 
uévng ord tay Traddy év th BuWvvay unteorbrct ya 6 marorapyixds pereTéber 


Bedvog ao Emmduc, a¢ éenifetog...» 











50 , 

5 challenge the sovereignty of the Lag 
; oh’s spiritual authority was David Com 

and the Pa Trebizond From the outset, he refused to 
r . 


Submit 
the ee to the jurisdiction of the patriarch, or to recog. 
een appointments for the vacant sees of his ter. 
nize Als 


uld not accept them because these 
ritories arguing tht ae ratifield outside his state 2, Thy ee 
tions ett ay elected bishop of Amastris, Pammakaristeg 
expelled sain! appointed by the patriarch to the sees of Bee 
and aS and Sougdouphoulon **. As a result of this Policy 
eae of Trebizond had to resort to episcopal ordinations 
without the knowledge or the consent of the patriarch. Natura]. 
ly, this was contrary to canon law and the tradition of the Church, 
; As a matter of fact, episcopal appointments were usually 
decided by the patriarch himself and his standing synod ry 
Provincial synods could also elect bishops to fill vacant episco- 


Caridgs 


first t 
The n enos, 


12. «‘O 8¢ Kouvyvdg éxeivoc xip Aavid ob udotiEw yxtoato xa} &reréu- 
aro tov tig exxAnolag Sidxovoy éxeivov tov Tlanyaxnpioryy, Str dnprabele ay 
"Audorodt dvérhevoey ev ath, O¢ mepioxoryjout te xat’ aithv.» Pirotica, No, 
£7,\p.279; 

13. ibid. p. 275 and No. 26, p. 290. 

14. The election of bishops was usually decided by a collegiate body 
formed by the members of the nobility of the city, the lower clergy and the 
people in addition to the bishops of the province. There were at least three 
candidates among Whom the bishop was to be elected. The permanent synod 
Be as age was entitled to elect metropolitans or archbishops. 
s* otto Le Errore tone otvosoc— usually elected bishops for the 
ree e provinces. During the election, the bishops had to convene 

ynod to cast their ballots, If they could not come they should send at 


least their votes: TV ¢ i i 
saad aes anon of I Ecumenical council, Rhalles-Potles, op. cit. 


seph Hajjar «Le § d ’ * 
sont gt ajar, ynode Permanent dans l’Eglise By- 
Bain: au XI° siecle» in Orientalia Christiana Analecta, CLXIV 
Siar ar: - D. M. Nicol observed that «The appointment of bishops in 
: Patriarch and the Emperor, The Synod over 
to elect bishops from among 
in substance Nicol’s ober ee omPeror himself». op. cit., p. 79. Although 
servation is correct— indeed, the secular leaderhip 
ons— his stateme sad Concerned with the problem of the epi- 
umenical councj| 1 ber se is incorrect, According to the III canon 
9D. Cit, D. 564 haere XXX of the Holy Apostles, in Rhal- 
ar leaders ©’ °’? Pishops could not be elected through the 


a matter for the 
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pates as long as they had the patriarch’s approval ™, 
metropolitans, archbishops and the more prominent bishops were 
rete pe Sigs himself and the standing synod. 

y, alter 1204, communications between the clergy 
and the patriarchate were often difficult if not impossible because 
of the Latin occupation. As a result, the provincial synods began 
to elevate bishops to vacant sees without asking for the patriarch’s 
approval. Obviously these appointments were made xar’ olxovoutay 16 
and in several instances were later ratified by the patriarch him- 
self. There were also cases when uncanonical ordinations took place 
despite the clergy’s resistance and lack of cooperation with its 
political leaders. At least this was the case with the episcopal 
elections in Trebizond 17, The problem, however, of the episcopal 
appointments there, was soon settled because the clergy under 
the leadership of the bishop of Trebizond refused to obey the 
ecclesiastical policies of its ruler, David Comnenos. Left without 
the support of his clergy Comnenos decided to give up his plans 
for an autonomous Trapezuntine Church 2, 

Whereas the clergy of Trebizond opposed the ecclesiastical 
policies of its ruler for the sake of maintaining communion with 
the Constantinopolitan Patriarch, the Epirote hierarchy prefer- 
red to jeopardize its communion with the patriarchate in order 
to gain its autonomy. Like David Comnenos, Michael Angelos 
and later his brother Theodore wanted to establish within their 
independent state an autonomous Church that would be control- 
led by a synod composed of high ranking ecclesiastics. The synod, 
in turn, would constitute the highest ecclesiastical authority over 
their domains ¥. 


However, 


15. Canon XIX of Antioch, in Rhalles-Potles, op. cit. pp. 160-164; XII 
of Laodiceia, ibid., p. 182. 

16. According to the Byzantine concept of economia, in cases of ex- 
treme severity, the canons of the Church could be relaxed but not at the 
expense of dogma: «téte tag olxovoulag 6 dp0d¢ Adyog wetayerplterat Ste rd 
déyua THC edaeBelag Oddy mapxBAdmtetat» cited in Photios’ Bibliotheca, PG 
108: col. 958; also H. Alivizatos, “H Olxovoula xatd 1d xavorixdy Slxaoy Tic 
’Oe80ddEou ’Exxdnolac, (Athens, 1949), p. 68. 

17. Heinrich Gelzer, Geistliches und weltliches aus dem Tiirkischen 
Orient, (Leipzig, 1900) p. 87; N. Tomadakes, «T& “EMAnvxd xpkrn tH¢ Dpay- 
xoxparttac»,in LvAAaBoc, op. cit., p. S9ff. 

18. ibid. 

19. See chapter II, p. 44 ff. 





2 . . - . 
5 rulers feared that if their ecclesiastiog 


The ead the Patriarch’s jurisdictional authority 
lowed to Rats recognize the Lascarids as their legitimate r 


Were al. 


they oe inevitable because the patriarch exercised hig aid 
Seeder the influence of the Lascarids. Moreover, jg sien 
thority 1 


; . inations to the patriarch jt 
itted their episcopal nomina would 
Se . to veto his appointments. The patriarch then Would 
be Reo iicete in their own territories men of his Own 
0 

are that matter of the Lascarids. 
an Moved by these considerations, Michael Angelos began to iis: 
tiate an ecclesiastical policy of self determination. The first un- 
canonical episcopal ordinations eenipinge took place during the 
last years of his rule. At Michael’s insistence, the Synod of the 
Epirote bishops elected to the metropolitan see of Dyrrachium 
a certain Dokeianos and to the episcopate of Larissa a certain 
Calospetes *. These elections took place in Arta ( 1213) where the 
Synod convened under the leadership of John Apocaucos the 
Metropolitan of Naupactos. Dokeianos Was ordained to his Office 
by a synod eee of his suffragan bishop and Calospetes by 

the bishop of Leucas 4. 

As the patriarch was not informed or consulted on the mat- 
ter, their ordinations were uncanonical and invalid. Therefore some- 
time after they were elected to office, Michael Angelos submit- 
ted to the patriarch the nomination of his bishops requesting 


Choice 


» Pp. 103 has incorrectly 
hopric of Dyrrachium. 
Se appointments see also the study 
OUnr Maxede, émloxoroc Bedr&e. . .» “Enetnoic ‘Exaigelas 

» 122-148, esp. aggyy 


a 
nuel wrote to Apocaucos about Michael’s petition: 


#708 waxaptron exelvoy Kouvnvod Kip Miyata, 


VOUS... xed Seyos : 
brag Sho doytepetcy, ibia, cre xual Tord, a> elonrat, a&xavovletas XELpoTOVy- 


sn %P- Cit, p, 199. iy P* 268. This letter is dated in February 


r 3; leo, ; 
Matthias Wellnhofer. 7 Pe diy D,82, 


» “ohannes Apocaucos, Metropolit von Naupaktos 





» In time 
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the recognition of the patriarch’s juris- 
Epiros further indicates that Michael in- 
ous intentions of claimin j L 

even though he had ruled in Epiros as a conan rs aan 
Michael’s petition was not granted during his lifetime because 
the Patriarchs Theodore I] Eirinikos (1214 - 1216) and later Ma- 
ximos II (1216) preferred to ignore th 


Be that as it may, 
dictional authority over 
deed never had any seri 


’ 


after you have begged forgiveness, we decided to issue along with 
the brethren a synodal act ratifying your request. However, we 

warn you that the repetition of uncanonical ordinations will bear 

the consequences of the canons of the Church both against the 

ordaining bishop and the ordainedy 2”. 

The ecclesiastical developments that were taking place in 
Epiros had obviously created some sensation in Nicaea. To fore- 
stall any further problems, the patriarch had issued this decree 
and had sent Constantine Aulenos as his envoy **. The patriarch 
had also instructed Aulenos to confront the hierarchy of Epiros 
with the problem of episcopal elections and to discuss the matter 
with John Apocaucos and Theodore Angelos, who had in the mean- 





in Aetolien, (Freising, 1943) p. 60ff; N. Tomadakes, «Oi Adéytor rod Acomord- 
tov tH “Hrelpov» op. cit.,pp. 121,191; H.-G. Beck, op. cit., p. 708f. 

24. see chapter II, p. 37. 

25. Epirotica, No. 16, p. 268: «éyeve 88 h totabtyn dvapood 7d dF exelvou 
xal uéxorg judy undeurdc &Ervouévy tH drroxploewe, ole 8) exeivov xat trav ust” 
éxetvov TatoLapydy Svoyepavdvtwy, oluat, mods td Tod TekyLxtog ToAUnodvn. 

26. Patriarch Manuel described the Synod in his letter to Apocaucos: 
CAM A yetpidetyng Hudv... uydapdds dveyoudvy td xardv xat KcoLov odxree ris 
exxdyslas dracodv Siaonduevov maxpopév, odx dAlyoug xal dove cuvayayoton 
tdv ddehpGv... ovvoduhy &éOero modew...» ibid. Cr. Laurent, Les Regestes, 
No. 1227, pp. 32-33. 

27. ibid, 

28. ibid. Cf. Laurent, Les Regestes, No. 1228, p. 38, 
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time succee 


to implement the patriarchal decree. 
was 


here were no prospects in sight for reachj 


‘ ee Dar 
meee, with the Epirote clergy, the patriarch Mvited in 
Re Angelos and John Apocaucos to send a delegation 


: il of Greek and Latin ecclesiastics wag g 
to Nicaea a is Easter Sunday, 1220, to discuss the BY 
uled ake of the Churches **. Invitations were algo extend. 
see Orthodox Patriarchs of Alexandria, Antioch and Jeru: 
salem. In his invitation, the patriarch addressed Apocaucos fe 
the leading spokesman of the Byaroveolengy and referred to Theo- 

dore Angelos as CTRAVEVYEVEDTATOY XarTdL TVEVUA VLOV adtod» 30, 
The idea of calling a council in Nicaea was actually instiga- 
ted by Theodore Lascaris and not by the Orthodox Church 31 
Realizing that such an undertaking would only further the Nicene 
interests, Theodore Angelos and his ecclesiastics immediately re. 
jected the proposal as insulting **. Coming to terms with the ene- 
mies of the Greek people, said Apocaucos, while the rest of Hellas 

suffered under the Latin yoke was like committing treason 33. 


28a. Nicol, op. cit., p. 86. Cf. Laurent, Les Regestes, No. 1222, p. 29. 
29. The text of the invitation is contained in Epirotica, No. 14, p, 
264: «now Bovdry xal dhow TpéoBersg med¢ tov mé&raVv THS TeecButépacc Pees 
oraATvar yap ro AvOivar te oxdvdacro roel ™p0G dAAHAaS elonvedoar TIS sxxdy- 
alas xxl buoppovijcat tod Aourod mévtas Xprotiavotcn. Cf. Laurent Les Regestes 
No. 1224, pp. 30-31, 
30. ibid, 
31. This becomes clear from the 
6 xpdtiatos xetl & 
elg Nixatay TOvG 
32. Theodo 


: text of the invitation: «&)’ érteroy 
WH0g avToxedtap ov mpd¢ evxlvytov AAOe Bovany tod ouvayeyeiv 
anavrayOt dkpytepetc. . .» ibid. 
ie Lascaris had designs of securing the succession to the 
lcs ae nee by marrying Yolanda the daughter of the. Latin 
ae Sethe ts é > P. 31. 1. To achieve his goal, he planned to enter into 
ome. Norden, op. cit., p. 843ff. Patriarch Manuel did 
Marriage, «vOev tor xo) Eoug éx tod téte matpuoce- 


not approve of Theodore’s 
xobvr0g Mavouh, x i h 
Mh tH Baorrer EvuBeBjxer, und Brag v7 ToLauTy d&ecpoyapta 


SUYXKaTaVEboVToc) 
obras Sudy nh ong “ af. 7-9. Apocaucos indignantly added: «baboon, 
— “i Actriveay xNSov¢g moootePévtepy adtoic xal orovdac 
286 705 dons a Ree xal 70 oburvovy éyévtwv, do d&mobappjoat 
S Tuerépas exxdnotac, evOx xa doeyovot, 
“VOv Stanpdrrecbar, viv séreuv TepE- 
pas “Phung edeyovran. Epirotica, 


83. Batre: 
Epirotica, No. 15, P. 267. lines 10-16 


OTE) 
No. 15, p. 266 + mpdg by THs m™pEoBuré 


ded his brother Michael (d. 1245). Furthermore, he 
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The task of answerin 
ed to Apocaucos 34, 


if there was going to be a sy- 
cause their clergy could not 
ir lives. On the contrary, the 
good terms with the Latins 
me *. Apocaucos was con- 
hat time was not to the inte- 
therefore should find an ex- 


nod it should be held in Epiros be 
travel to Nicaea without risking the 
Nicene ecclesiastics were already in 
and could travel safely even to Ro 
vinced that union with Rome at t 
rests of Orthodoxy. The patriarch 
cuse to postpone the plans for the meeting. The Epirote clergy 
would not participate in the synod but instead would continue to 
support their ruler and his victorious struggle against the Latins *. 
Apocaucos then concluded: «If Theodore Comnenos Angelos has 
accomplished so much and his fame has spread everywhere, how 
much more could be accomplished if in the name of God Theo- 
dore Lascaris and Theodore Angelos would unite and support 
each other» 37. 

In essence, the arguments of Apocaucos were quite valid. 
Also, his sincerity can hardly be doubted. Indeed, a union with 
the Latins would only benefit Rome and the political interests 
of Nicaea. However, his indignation towards the hierarchy of 
Nicaea for entertaining the idea of union as well as his emphasis 
on the Epirote patriotism is hardly convincing. Had Apocaucos 
forgotten that a few years earlier, Michael Angelos for similar 
reasons had placed himself and his clergy under the protection 
of Rome recognizing the Pope’s spiritual authority over his 
domains? *, 

In the opening paragraph of his letter to Manuel, Apocaucos 


34. ibid. No. 45, pp. 265-267. Nicol, op. cit., p. 88. 
35. wbid., p. 266, lines 26-30. 
36. ubid., p. 267, lines 16-31. 


37. ibid., lines 29-31. ; 
38. For an account of Michael’s negotiations with Rome, see Melia- 


rakes, op. cit., pp. 57-59. Nicol, op. cit., p. 26. Also Theodore had placed his Z 
state under the protection of Rome in 1218; for details see Meliarakes, op. 


Olt.) Peelers 
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d that the patriarch had not announced his elevation to Offig 
observed | te clergy as it was customary. Perhaps his OMission ts 
to the ake saroastioally added, was indicative of the Patriaroh. 
ANS or them °°. But Apocaucos’ bitterness 18 more : 
ne real. He seems to have capitalized on the breakdoy, 
Be eatiiehs between the Nicene and the Helladic clerpigg 
intentionally accentuating their respective differences, In the 
event that the patriarch would go ahead with his plans of union 
Apocaucos threatened to sever communion with them retaining 
a nominal fellowship but only for the sake of Spiritual mek 
And there was good reason why Apocaucos and Theodore 
Angelos adopted such an uncompromising attitude, Politically 
Epiros was on the road to success, its armies draw closer and 
closer to Thessalonica *. Theodore Angelos had Scored some brij. 
liant victories and therefore had no intention of coming to terms 
with the Latins. His victories and the rapid expansion of his 
state had also convinced him to further the ecclesiastical] plans 
of his brother Michael by establishing in Epiros an autonomous 


Church. That this was the case is further evinced by the fruitless 
mission of Constantine Aulenos. 


ing 


to accept e 
any longer from Nicaea 42. At th 


los, they had already pr 
their own candidates, 


é piscopal appointments 
© Suggestion of Theodore Ange- 
oceeded to fill their vacancies with 


ee OYnrois xorrorxédy xa Oedvou 
; xOv* eh tobe TAMELVOUS Huds 


“1. In 1917, The 
™Mperor of niin ee Re Ip eapiivaly, Whe Lei 
y 1219 he ha ded to his * Courtenay near Elbassan. Acr., p. 25,18-17. 


S, Prosek and Platamona. 
aucos, on each occassion, 
“Thy éxxAnotev Néwv Tlarpéiy, 
No. 3, p. 245 and also p. 247: 
dys 6 X@e0G... ele drArela Sb 6 
xOjuevocn. Nicol, op.cit., p.54. 
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patriarch 4°, Moreover, 
ecclesiastical policies wa 
Naupactos. 


the implementor 


of Theodore An elos’ 
S John Apocaucos : 


» the Metropolitan of 


losophy and theology ; 
Sarantenos, the future Constantin opolitan Patriarch, under the 
same teacher, a certain Pgellos “. His ecclesiastical career began 
by serving at first as a deacon in the metropolitan see of Nau- 
pactos near his uncle Manasses 45 and later as a patriarchal seri- 
be — dixoyeapeds — in Constantinople **. There, he gained great 
erase) pees 

43. Demetrios Chomatianos was raised 
of Achrida (ca 1217-1218). Meliarakes has mistakenly stated that Chomati- 
anos was elected and ordained by Apocaucos. op. cit., p. 191. From the fol- 
lowing, however, it becomes clear that he was elected by his suffragan bi- 
shops: «émadérextat wiv obv bd TAS tobtOV eovolec 6 Bovryaptac, xEYELOOTS- 
wytat S& mapd tH¢ Om’ adrdy svvddov xatd thy kpyatoev cvviPerayn, tbid., No. 17, 
pp. 272-273. George Bardanes in October 1219 was unanimously elected to 


the see of Corfu, ibid., No. 13, p. 260ff. Symeon was ordained bishop of 
Thaumacou, Costomyres to the see of Neon Patron and Gorianites to Ser- 
res, tbid., No. 17, p. 276. 

Meliarakes, op. cit. 


to the vacant archbishopric 


» p. 188, mistakenly believed that Bardanes succe- 
eded Basil Pediadites to the see of Corfu. From a letter of Theodore Angelos 


to Apocaucos it becomes clear that Bardanes did not succeed Pediadites but 
a certain Samson: «éxeivoc [6 Tedtadiens] udv ody TeodrHAWe Biov tod dévOowmi- 
vou, Opdvov 8& adtod Erepoc diedébato...» ibid., No. 7, p. 252. On Chomatia- 
nos, see H.-G. Beck, op. cit., Pp. 708-710; on Bardanes, ibid., p. 668f. 

44. Apocaucos wrote to the Patriarch: «.. -usuvnuévor uty xal moAAdy 
Etépwv ovvovotdy pete THS OFS KyLdtTyHTOC, HAAR SH att THs xowwvlas tOv adtdyv 
Tadevudtoyv, Ste Tic Kevotavrwoundrcas niyer 6 Avyvoc, xat od xal fueic rH 
Prroadpw exelv sucOntevouev ro Yeo». Epirotica, No. 15, p. 265. Also in 
a letter of his to Chomatianos, Apocaucos described his theological studies 
in Constantinople: @ AW bre rig Kovoravelvov nbyer 6 Adyvog xal Td ceBaordy 
THS Doptog péyx téuevog yiyatle, meol yopodc prrosdguy, rept ontdpwyv Evdhoyac 
eotpepducx...» published by Papadopoulos-Kerameus, «XvyuBorh el¢ thy 
‘Tovoplav tig “Apytertoxonae *Axetdog» in Sbornik Statei Ved. Lamanekomen, 
(Petersburg, 1907), 248. Wellnhofer, op. cit., p. 9; Parthenios Polakes, Cle- 
dvvng ’Ardxovxog, Mnytpomoatrng Nowmdxtovn, Néa Suv, XVII, (1923) 146. 

45. «.. .Avind vedEov usv hy ev dtaxdvorg eye, Smedphotevov 88 év ypapaitc 
T® Delp wou exelvp rq Nowumdxtov, 74 Mavacojj». A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, 
«Keoxveaixd», in Vizantiiski Vremennik, XII (1906) eae preemie 
identified by Bees with the author Constantine Manasses: N. A. S, je 
nassis, der Metropolit von Naupaktos, ist identisch mit dem eo me 
Konstantinos Manassis», Byzantinisch - neugriechische Jahrbiicher ( . 

. 119-130. : _ 
os 46. Apocaucos served as dmoygapeds under the Patriarchs Basil Ca. - 








sor both his piety and erudition. His surviving corres. 
reputation ty) ply attest to his vast learning and 


yritings am : . ; 
pondence complished eanonist, philologist and orator. He 
skills as an of smoyoageds until 1202, when he was eleva- 


: st . 
retained the po h to the metropolitan see of Naupactos 47. 


triarc d 
ted by the patt! d found in Apocaucos its leading spokes. 


jrote syno : ; 
ae a other hand, the Angeloi entrusted him with theip 
man. 


Jans of establishing a Church independent from the jurisdiction 
af the Nicene-based Patriarch. Apocaucos was willing to help but 
not at the expense of severing completely communion with the 

f Nicaea and Constantinople. He worked hard to mate. 


clergy 0 : ; : i 
sialize these aspirations but at times mistrust and misunderstand- 
ing kept him aloof from the Angeloi “*. When the occasion arose 


to fill the vacant sees of Theodore Angelos’ newly conquered 
territories Apocaucos readily complied, to be sure, at the 
expense of canonical procedure, approving the appointments of 
bishops that Theodore had himself suggested. Thus, Symeon wag 
elected bishop of Thaumacou, Costomyres to the see of Neopatras 
and Gorianites to the bishopric of Serres 4°. Also, at Theodore’s 


materos (1183-1187), George Xiphilinos (ca 1191) and John Camateros 
(1199-1206). See also A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, Keoxvoaixd, op. cit., 
pp. 346-347. Polakes, op. cit., p. 147; Wellnhofer, op. cit., peso, 

47. Naupactos was elevated to metropolitan status in the turn of 
= century (ca 901-907) replacing Nicopolis, the capital of the theme. For 
: detailed study of Naupactos as an ecclesiastical and political center in 
at see the study of Gerasimos Konidares «IIéte Taxoyjxudoe nol s&éAure xual 

oukorix 5 ; 
ae i aes nN bxdrtoXtg xa dvedetyOn  Nowiraxtocn, Ienpay- 
oe e : artwohoyixos Zvvedgiov, (Athens, 1956), vol. II, pp. 150- 
ingle, . eee op. cit., pp. 144, 188 maintained that Apocaucos 
ae aa pe Naupactos and Arta. However, Arta had its own 
las, Bouthrotos, hes ond of Aetos, Acheloos, Bonitza, Ioannina, Bel- 

polis, Photikes and Chimaras comprised the metro- 


politan see of N joni 
aupactos. The Joining of which Meliarakes spoke of took 


Place in the fourte 
4 enth century. Wellnhofer op. cit., pp. 15-16. 


A 

dore’s cr eantetacan with the despot Constantine Angelos, Theo- 
ing the sum of one heavy taxes on the Church of Naupactos, 

of the Conflict, see the ousand hy perpera, -gold coins. For the details 
A. P apadopoulos- ‘Te arpa of Apocaucos with Chomatianos, in 
 P- cit., Dp, 19.93. eel op. cit. pp. 239-250. Also, Wellnho- 
Nicol, op, eCRe ete 705 Seonordrov tij¢ "Hnelpov», 
No. 17, p, 276. 7 
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suggestion, the vacant see of Achrida and Justiniana Prima pas- 
sed to Demetrios Chomatianos (ca 1217 - 1218), a nouiiiatatea - 
proved by everybody including Apocaucos ®, When the siesta 
polis of Corfu was reported vacant, Theodore commissioned Apo- 
caucos to convene in Arta a synod (October 15, 1249), in order to 
elect a new bishop for the island. Theodore, however, made it 
clear to Apocaucos that he would personally favor for this office 
George Bardanes, the protégé of the Metropolitan of Athens 
Michael Choniates*'. Bardanes was duly elected and ordained in 
Arta by a synod of bishops, under the patronage of Apocaucos, 
in December of 1219 **. 

When the synod convened in Arta to elect Bardanes it was 
unanimously decided to issue also a synodicon stating the rea- 
sons for ratifying his election °°. Out of concern for his pupil, Mi- 
chael Choniates in a letter to Apocaucos had stressed the impor- 
tance of following canonical procedure in Bardanes’ election *. 





50. ibid., pp. 272-273. 

54. In September 1219, Theodore Angelos wrote to Apocaucos about 
his preference for Bardanes: «2uvedOe obv, © ceBacpla wor xepakh... ele thy 
Sq’ Suds yadpov thy “Aptav... xal xaBiouvres tov ox ddéxtwov mpoyetploacte. .. 
ovvercpgpm Bovayy mxp” Suiv, &AX’ od tupavixny, bt. tems Euol mpdcpopeg mapa 
xh tombty Uhow rAcddyrotae 6 evtiwdtatog yxpropbrak “AGyvayv xail uly dyard- 
uevog 6 Baoddévng...» Epirotica, No. 7, p. 252. 

Meliarakes thought that Bardanes was a Greek from Egypt, op. cit., 
p. 199, n. 2. He arrived at this supposition misinterpreting a letter of Cho- 


niates to Bardanes: Lampros, op. cit., vol. II, p. 228. lines 14-19. This view 


was later repeated by Lagopates, op. cit., p. 11. 
For more details on the life of Bardanes and the controversy surround- 


ing his identity as Metropolitan of Corfu —another disputed point— and his 
contacts with the Latins especially Nicholas-Nectarios of Otranto, see the 
excellent study of Johannes M. Hoeck and Raimund J. Leonertz; tNikolaos- 
Nektarios von Otranto Abt von Casole», in the series of Studia Patristica et S 


Byzantina, XI (1965), pp. 117-122. 
52. Epirotica, No. 18, pp. 260-263. 


53. ubid, troduced his pupil Bard 








54. Michael Choniates, at first, had in | 

i i i 4247). Barda- i 

to the Constantinopolitan Patriarch Manuel Sarantenos (ca a 
ca SL ; ty the same year to place himself m 


nes visited him in Nicaea but left the ci ; 
under the patronage of Theodore Angelos. Michael Choniates followed 


concern his pupil’s career and when the time arrived for ne : ie | 


; : to follow canonic 
elected to the see of Corfu, Choniates cautioned Apocaucos ae 
procedure: «dvd yoov rat abrd¢ thy &ytmodvay cov, ce av buy xapev xa 4 | 
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. " > 
But the synodicon was not issued for Bardanes’ cage One 


Foe lesiastical Policies of 
ished to justify the eee ae ot Theo 
ae inform the patriarch and his hierarchy in Nie 
Ange 


ir future policy aes 
of Ne election of Bardanes had the approval of their rul 


Theodore Angelos and of Michael Choniates the Metropolitan 


Athens ®. By ordaining Bardanes, they had no Intention Of Yio. 
lating the jurisdictional rights of the patriarch, The circumstances 
they said, demanded a pious _and capable Spiritual leadep iG 
take over the vacant metropolitan see: of Goria Indeed, the 
Orthodox population of the island due to the Seographical loca. 
tion of their home — situated between Italy and Epiros 2 
constantly threatened by the impious doctrines of the Latins 58 
The purity of their faith was in danger. It was necessary then to 
act in the spirit of economia, as Saint Paul the Apostle had him- 
self given the example, adapting themselves to the circumstances 
and the exigencies of the times *®, Their choice fell to Barda- 
nes because his virtues and piety were testified by everyone ma- 
king him the best candidate for this post °° 
The synodicon was probably written by Apocaucos himself. 
This document was the first of its kind to contain the thoughts 
of the convened bishops on the problem of the patriarch’s juris- 
dictional authority over their independent state. Of the other 


—— 


roms xaravevons drooxepdc Sid THY Tov YEYaAoveyod Aobee BEAnoww: &yabdy 
Yap Oernua ker... ele thy adtod xELpobectav. . .» Epirotica, No. 9, pp. 254-255, 
55. Epirotica, No. 13, pp. 260-263. 

yes ibid., P. 264 (Kal dred eyyvp&ov enitponig tod Tap’ Huiv xeerodvtoc 
wey o Kouyqvos xe Oeodepov rod Aor voit Siro, xed dred Yeaoys rod mave- 
oe Se EY Muyocin ToD Xwvicetou», The Synod mentioned Choni- 
ne Has to sa Validity to their ordinations. Choniates, however, although 
i Wate cz his Pupil’s ordination, kept neutral in all other mat- 
© Theodore with respect but refrained from committing 


- Wid, p, 269. 9.6 
°9. tbid., lines 11-15, 


* P. 263 «.. ady divdp 
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aea 





61 
episcopal nominations that had taken Place in B 
multaneously with Bardanes’ election, they said 
was Obvious that they should be also justified for 
reasons. These appointments were necessitated 
circumstances which made it undesirable to Je 
of spiritual leadership. The appointment to offic 
then should not be taken a8 a violation of the patriarchal rero- 
gative. On the contrary, by electing to office 
proven merits, they only wished to safeguard the faith from the 


Piros almost Bi- 
nothing. But it 
the exact same 

y the prevailing 

ave a see bereft 


election of Demetrios Chomatianos and that he was more than 
willing to ordain Bardanes after his election in Arta, are facts 
clearly stated in his correspondence ®. Yet D.M. Nicol maintains 
that Apocaucos during these elections «was obliged to applaud 
the wisdom of his ruler with one hand while allaying the doubts 
of his Patriarch with the other *8, suggesting that Apocaucos was 
more cautious than ever and not in complete agreement with 
Theodore’s policies “ as in the case of Costomyres’ appointment, 
in the newly recovered diocese of Neopatras ®. However, in the 
light of the sources, D.M. Nicol’s Suppositions are quite unac- 
ceptable.The sources clearly state that Costomyres owed his appoint- 
ment to Apocaucos. Furthermore, they state that Apocaucos in- 
troduced him to Theodore Angelos as a candidate for the vacant 





61. ubid., «Hyeic 3& da nol modrov elddrec oxomdy EMLOKOTIXTS MpOyet- 
ploews thy SteExywyhy tod Acod xal thy SiSwoxadtov xl thy nee tie : , 
62. Consider Apocaucos’ response to the letter of Choniates. in. a 
rotica, No. 10, p. 256: «Abra pav ddhynowy xall yeryoy We pbs sly ae ae 
réOjow xal mod tod uev ev dhow tig tHv Kepxdowy abrod a : 
xapw nat tH Sixcle tiOguevoc, viv dé xatl yerpobecia tehelx oxic ebyaic teheoth 


OETHL)). 


63. Nicol, op. cit., p. 84. 
64. wbid., p. - «Theodore must soon have become aware that he could 


not count on the whole-hearted support of John Apocaucos in the establish 


tocephalous Church of Epiros.» 
= a ie p. a «...with the consent if not the approval of Apocaucos 


iocese of Neo- 
Theodore appointed one Costomyres to the newly recovered di 


patrasy. 
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66 ucos would have never composed 
see of Se a catter andoracd itif he was notin coxa 
synodicon 0 ‘th Theodore and the synod of Arta in the election of 
greement = m he had supported himself *’. In addition, Apo- 
Bardanes Ww era with the responsibility of convening the 
volar 68 The synodicon issued there, was written by him 
gene et xebvensed his ideas concerning the ecclesiastical re- 
Riiomn between Nicaea and the clergy of Epiros. To depict Apo- 
caucos’ role in any other way would seem quite unjust and his- 
r inaccurate. 
eek sent to Epiros by Patriarch Manuel | to settle 
with Apocaucos and Theodore Angelos the problem of episcopal 
appointments 69 However, the Patriarch never received an answer, 
On the contrary, he learned from rumors that Calospetes, the bishop 
of Larissa, upon his death was succeeded by another bishop through 
an unauthorized election and that Demetrios Chomatianos, the 
autocephalous archbishop of Achrida, was responsible for many in- 
novations that were taking place in Epiros *°. This news apparently 
reached the patriarch at about the same time that he received 
Apocaucos’ answer to his invitation to attend the proposed sy- 
nod for the union of the Churches. 
Distressed by Apocaucos’ letter, having received no word 
from Aulenos’ mission and hearing of these rumors, Manuel ad- 





66. Epirotica, No. 17, p. 276: «...év wav tH Néq IIdtom 6 tio peydrns 
exxdnalas Sidxovoc Totpidpytxd¢ vot&piog xatl Sidchoxcroc HS yoeas 6 Koorto- 
usens mpoxéxpita...» Apocaucos persuaded Theodore to accept Costomyres 
ms a candidate to the vacant see of Neopatras: «...xal 6 maxomy [Kooto- 
wupns] mavumepevtindratos KvOpwmoc, méact wev Blov Eyav dexobvtag xatl tyLhe 
xath mepipavelas Ev te Baotreloug wbadtic kv te tac tod matpidpyou dvaatpopdicn. 
According to Apocaucos, Costomyres was in the immediate circle of the 
patriarch serving as «BiSdoxarog vie yipaten ibid., No. 2, p. 243. 

Re oa thea oo a P. 256. also consider No. 12, p. 259. Apocaucos’ 
ZA Hesiod em “evar Sé wor thy fodov xal 6 Bearéarog ’ADnvay, 
oe iraxuvey xal mpodevydc imp THUTHS Huiv edbyduevoc». 

68. ibid., No. 7, pp. 252-253 contai - 
caucos to convene th contains the order of Theodore to Apo 
2 re 4» He Synod in Arta: «DuvenGe obv. & ceBacule or xpath)... 
S Thy dp ULC XOpay thy “Aran, »® U ue ? 

69. ibid., No. 16, p. 268. 

70. ibid., pp. 268-269: «A 


00 Kethoortron iv ee Bloy ug rae eY SusuaPhnauer, ¢ x05 Aaplacns 


MerMaxdroc, Erepog ev tH adh untpordrer xE- 
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dressed to Apocaucos and to the ar 
ter, (ca February 1222), expressing 
again canonical procedure7!, 
dispensation he had given the 
of Calospetes as bishop of Lari 
Dyrrachium with the provision 
not take place again 72. The pa 
to them through Aulenos, his e 


chbishop of Gardikiou a let- 
his indignation for violating 
anuel Teminded his readers of the 
m earlier confirming the elections 
88a and of Dokeianos as bishop of 
that unauthorized elections should 
triarch’s decisions were announced 
nvoy. Yet, in spite of all his efforts, 


at episcopal appointment 
without his authorization, PP § continued 


The patriarch did not know whom to blame but he suspect- 

ed Chomatianos. 

If the one responsible for the situation 

is indeed the Archbishop of Bulgaria, I 

wonder, [said the patriarch], if this man 

will not involve us in worse things, since 

he seems to be unfamiliar and in many things 

ignorant with the discipline and practices 

of the Church. No wonder then why he acts 

with disrespect to the canons. But you 

should not act like him. If you do, your 

deeds may appear even worse than those of the 

barbarian Christians. But even they are 

better because they come to us from all 

over the North and even beyond that... 

requesting clergy canonically ordained. 

And we comply with their request. Our 

mediocrity out of leniency to you has 

deemed, however, to send you this letter 

as a remedy. You may communicate it also 

to others “. 

The patriarch’s letter denounced the Epirote clergy as trans- 

gressors of the canons but it still offered them a compromise on 






71. ibid. Cf. Laurent, Les Regestes, No. 1230, pp. 34-36. 


72. ibid., p. 268 «...xal té¢ Sho rabtag yerporovles xupoliony, mii a 
Alousvyv td werd roeira xal unnére ycpav SiSoiav td roLoitov tt tov ie 
toig abtéOr evepynOivat, el uh d&o% Bobdowro xal of yerpotovncavtes 


ol xetpotovnbévres Srrdduxo01 evo noic ex tay xavdvayv ércutitorg». 
73. ibid. p. 269. 
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on that uncanonical practices should not be continued, 

implicated Demetrios Chomatianos making him 

for the situation in Epiros. But that these prob- 

eat extent the outcome of the prevailing polj- 
tical situation in the Balkans and quate sinor mattered very lit- 
tle to him. As a follower of ecclesiastical akribeva 74 the patriarch 
was unwilling to see the problem from a different angle but only 
within the frame of ecclesiastical discipline. The patriarch’s let- 
ter bore a waxen seal with the inscription «Manuel by the Grane 
of God archbishop of Constantinople and New Rome and Ecu- 
menical Patriarch». 

Apocaucos was obliged to answer. However, the patriarch’s 
letter was not addressed to him but to the Epirote clergy in ge- 
neral. Apocaucos suggested to Theodore Angelos the convoca- 
tion of a synod at which to discuss the patriarch’s charges 75, 
Whether this synod ever took place cannot be established. How- 
ever, the response of Apocaucos to the patriarch’s letter indica- 
tes that it was composed with the approval of Theodore Ange- 
los and of the higher clergy of Epiros. 

In a long and detailed letter, Apocaucos answered one by 
one all of the patriarch’s charges ’*. Their polity, he said, was 
inevitably shaped by the prevailing circumstances. Conse- 
quently, their actions should be judged with leniency and in the 
spirit of economia’’. Indeed, they are forced to ordain bishops 
because the number of their qualified clergy is small. Apocaucos 
admits that his role in these ordinations is not a minor one be- 

cause, he said, «almost everybody wants to be ordained by me 
justifying their wish on account of the seniority of my see over 
which I am a bishop. However, I am not as anxious as you would 
think to ordain» 78, In fact, the bishop of Dyrrachium, whom he 


the conditi 
The patriarch also 
partly responsible 
Jems were to a gr 





74. Akribeia can be defined as the strict observance of the teachings 
a the re of Orthodoxy. For a brief but comprehensive account of 
sap Mincept of akribeia in the Otrhodox Church, see the article dxplfeue in 
a wal Oonoxevruel *Eyxuxdonaldera, vol. I, cols. 1226-1228. 
; ee Apocaucos Wrote «O uev oxond tic mpd¢ hud gupavelag tod &€ 
Petrides 1 DR ab ovtimaw emioxonuchy xal ouvérakw dated...» 8. 
V Institut Pocaucos, lettres et autres documents inedits», Bulletin de 
archeologique Russe Constantinople XIV (1909), 26. 


76. Epirotica, No 17 , 
Pra ’ . 3 " 2 i ; . 4 : 
= ibid., p. 27607 Pp. 270-278. This letter is dated April 1222 
. ibid. 
» P. 270, «... yay ol md&vtec Sr’ guod terctobar Bidtwvra., THY 
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saw only once, was ordained not by him but by 
as 


at the suggestion of Michael 
likewise ordained by the bidet ae ee ee 
«I would not approve of the ordina 
he added, «if I had not known that 
piety. Actually, Bardanes was con 
Bulgaria [Chomatianos] as a candj ; ; 

venon. However, I took him cul ot the pis 
attached him to our synod thinking that it would be $s ops and 
stake to lose such a man» ®°, Moreover, the rumor thas age 
op of Larissa is dead is unfounded. He was ill but he is Sal 
in office enjoying good health ®. On the other hand, Demetrios 
Chomatianos, «whom I admire for his good life and erudition» 
Apocaucos continued, «is as distant in mixing in the affairs of a 
dioceses as the dead are from our daily life» ®2. The patriarch, howe- 
ver, called him ignorant of the discipline of the Church forgetting 
that Chomatianos had served as chartophylax in the Patria- 
rchate and that he was admired by everybody for his piety and 
erudition. «For things you do not exactly know», Apocaucos said, 
«do not render judgment» 8°. . 

The signature of the Patriarch : «Mavovtr sr&@ Ocod dpyre- 
tlaxoTtog Kwvoravtwourébrcs véag Pdunc xl oixovpevixos Tra 
tetaoyyc», provoked Apocaucos to observe that in his association 
with Patriarchs and the Patriarchate he had never encountered 
anyone adding to his signature the title «ecumenical patriarch» *, 


ynod of bishops 
of Larissa was 
eucas who is now deceased 79, 
tion of the bishop of Corfu» 
he 18 a man of learning and 
sidered by the archbishop of 


THS Eurc lepatinig nataotdcems ex THS weywhomdrAcmg doyatdtyté... bmoAoyt- 
Couevor... Kal toOr ad¢ modQvu.og odx ell yerpotovntys. . .» 

79. ibid. 

80. ibid. 

81. ibid., p. 272. 

82. bid. 

83. ibid. ; 

84. V. Laurent, «Le Titre de Patriarche Oecumenique et la a 
patriarchale», Revue des Etudes Byzantines V1 (1948), Dray Oo ges. ae " “ 
Apocaucos as a former functionary of the patriarchal office pe done . 
familliar with the protocol observed in the signing of pa eS fitth : 
The title of the patriarch as «ecumenical» was first piace wnt ae 
century. Its appearance in the protocol was ought to ee waitin 
seals to Cerularios. However, the title «ecumenical in therefore 
does not appear as often. The testimony of ee as GEE 
be questioned or doubted. On the title of the patria es) 
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better consult, Apocaucos sarcastically Said, 


The patriarch should the Patriarch of Antioch, who dealt With 


the works of Peter, 


’ ject ®, ‘ 
— ek aa preliminary observations, Apocaucos began to dis- 
er 


sat icies. The problem of the episco alietine 
cuss their a ane © Ee ea Seid eee a ‘ae 
eayNee : y ae Theodore Angelos had established in Epiros, 
eer ca: circumstances, it would be quite impossible 
for their newly elected bishops to come to Nicaea to ratify their 
appointments. Besides, these bishops were usually appointed to 
office by Theodore Angelos himself **. As soon as he would libe- 
rate a city from the Latins, he would waste no time to establish 
there an Orthodox bishop *’. Apocaucos agreed that there should 
be only one kingdom — basileia ‘i and one patriarch Fs But the 
Empire has been divided and dismembered. The patriarch has 
lost his see and «adtog ew th olxctacg madCetat udkvdeacn 8, Moro. 
over, his faithful have been dispersed and are ruled by different 
authorities. In matters of faith, to be sure, they are still united. 
But not it matters of polity. Although they are of one faith, in 
all the rest they are divided : «Soa mepi otpatyyiav, 60% rept zo- 
Aguouc, boa mepl modrtindc SieExywyag te xal Stowxnoeic...» 2, 

If the patriarch wished to excommunicate the ordaining bish- 
ops and those ordained by them instead of bridging the rift he 
will only widen it. All the bishops, including Chomatianos, Bar- 
danes and Costomyres were elected on the highest recommenda- 
tions *!. The election of Chomatianos to the archbishopric of Achri- 
da took place according to the customs of the Church ®, The 
SEED ENE 


also, H. -G. Beck, Kirche und t 


heologische Literatur, op. cit., p. 63. 
85. Epirotica, No, 17, 


p. 271. Apocaucos obviously referred Manuel 
to a letter of Peter, the Patriarch of Antioch which dealt with the problem 
of the «pentarchys. PG, 102, cols, 7560" 


86. Epirotica, No. 175 pe 276, 


87. ibid., «dan duce té tig Hw mdric abrh xal duce émtoxomoy év tabtn 


Beret xaBloracBar ror) -r) 7) 
THY AaTIVXHY ULaptav Sid etépag dkppiirov nal Apn- 
oxelag. . . dvocxctBaloeaborry. teks etapa 


boo Sa * . lov elvan Beorretay Th Koouixd StevOivoveay xal mpGTov 
TA lepatixd Sto y 
Socsee 'ovonotuevown, 
90. ibid., pp. 276-277. 
94. vbid., Pp. 272. 
92. ibid. 


» CEmSrexro1 vev ody Sed Ths tobrov eovatac 6 Bovaryaplac 


| 
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appointment was not valid be- 

ested by the emperor, Theodore 

urch has always accepted the Pa- 

and Jerusalern ag canonically elect- 
m had the sanction of the Empe- 
he bishops by the Emperor, Apocaucos 
eir election as potential candidates but 
as to their ordination %, 

letter of Apocaucos could not convince 


necessity that had forced’ them to 
follow this polity. Considering that, the Church was an integral 


part of the State, it should not have been too hard to find the 

justification of Apocaucos acceptable. However, the patriarch con- 

sidered the ecclesiastical policy of Epiros as a threat to the unity 

of the Church and moreover ag an insult to the sovereignty of 
the Lascarids. In order to curb the religious policy of Theodore 
Angelos, Manuel elevated in 1220 the bishopric of Pec to the 
status of an autocephalous archbishopric ordaining as its first 
archbishop Savas, the brother of Stephen II, the zupan of Serbia ™. 
The elevation of Savas to the see of Pec was obviously intended to 
challenge the jurisdictional rights of Justiniana Prima, the auto- 
cephalous archbishopric ‘of Demetrios Chomatianos. The conflict 
between Savas and Chomatianos was inevitable but it was never 
blown out of proportion as the patriarch had hoped®. In fact, 


patriarch’s insinuation that hig 
cause Chomatianos wag not iny 
Lascaris, is unfounded. The Ch 
triarchs of Alexandria, Antioch 
ed even though none of the 
ror 8. The investiture of ¢ 
argued, pertains only to th 
bears no real significance 

However sincere, the 
the patriarch that it was 


(Xopatiavds), xexerpotovnta S& mapa tio bn’ witdv cvvddov xatk thy doyalay 
ovvnBerayv. . .» ‘ 

93. tbid., -p. 273: 

94. ibid., «’Hott 5é h éx Bauciréws mooxelprore ade eludta tém¢ esha 
YYMELOTLXh TIS TOV mooodmoy emroy7c, oddev SE tL mAEoV cvpBahrouevy 
ETMLOXOMLXIY TeAELOTHTM). 4 : Bee 

95. G. Konidares, «Ileot 1b Satna tis Tevioeas THs Pint ge rg 
dav xal tHv Notitiarum No. 3 maod Parthey» in ee aa Ri 
Ocohoyinfic SyoAnc XVI (Athens, 1968), 223 ff; aa Gelzer rs 
druckte und wenig bekannte aie amp talischen Kirche» 

i j 65. ’ 
inische Zeitschrift II (1893), 64- d a 
ee the establishment of an week 8 Gh ae 
territorial integrity of Achrida was violated especially oeea de hee 
oprics came under Serbian control. Reema eae 
his claims as autocephalous ena 2 2 because unca- 
im i ance, 

nonical. He called him into repen 
cation, if he would not obey. The text of Chom 


atianos’ letter is contained . 
in Pitra, Analecta, op. cit., cols. 381-39 


hes 





threatening him with excommuni- 
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: hat concerned onl the two 
oe aoa aie patriarch out aah issue. ol 
and ee Mine II died in 1222 and was succeeded by Ger- 
Fs a1 He was the first of all the Nicene-based Patriarchs to 
have dared to openly discuss the problem 2 his spiritual and 
jurisdictional authority outside of the Lascarids domains. Whereas 
his predecessors chose to completely ignore this issue, Manuel 
took it upon himself to solve the problem. Unfortunately, he did 
not show moderation neither was he able to see the situation with 
enough realism. Indeed, he should have regarded the whole prob- 
Jem of the episcopal elections as a temporary one. Apocaucos 
more than once said that their ecclesiastical policies were lar- 
gely determined by the prevailing political conditions. The patri- 
arch, however, dismissed this point as irrelevant because he con- 
sidered uncanonical procedure as a potential threat to the unity 
of the Church ®. Under different circumstances the same problem 
would have been considered as a disciplinary matter. However, 
with the rise of Nicaea and Epiros to power this problem was 
seen in a different light. Apocaucos had proposed that since the 
Empire was politically divided, jurisdictionally the Church should 
follow a similar path. Both the patriarch and Apocaucos consi- 
dered the Church as an organic part of the State. But for the 
patriarch there was no other State but Nicaea, the only authentic 
continuator of the Empire. This consideration alone rendered 
the issue quite important. 
eo Se nepal icine 
es Rasietas Fie ae = the Church and only indirectly 
Shes Se ga on tee fe Epirote Synod, the problem 
Sag a ae oo ical one, because their policies 
SEG poeta cient ngelos. In their case, ecclesiastical 
ed APR were linked. This was not unusual 
ged Theodore’s services to the Church 
as worthy of the Crown %, The not; 
Church and to the State 3 notion of a ruler’s services to the 
a recurring theme in Byzantine litera- 


1 Se ie 


97. Epirotica, No. 16, p. 268: «, 


5g Coun ric exxdnolas értacoby 

ee Pos Sega wrote to the patri 
e pointed ruler: 

n or: «, 

PPOVOIEY xa) Busse, résy huettowy & 


. nod undapdrs dveyousvn td xardy 
Siaordpevoy mapopay. .» 

arch that they considered Theodore 
-.69 (@ed8mpov) hucic Oed0ev &meotdrAOut 
miypapouela», ibid., No. 17, p. 272. 
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ture implicit to his qualificati 
the arguments fives chi Tighted ea te one of 
tion with Theodore was his victories over i ; YEG VE COOP e 
a ; e Latins and the resto- 
ration of Orthodoxy in formerly Latin controlled territories 2 
Of course, the same held true for the Lascarids. They were fighting 
the Latins too, rendering a great service to the Church and 
people. But since the patriarch had the upper hand in the discus- 
aa it never occurred to him to assert his authority by pointing 
o the accomplishments of the Lascarids. 

Another issue that was avoided to be discussed at this stage 
of the controversy was the sovereignty of Theodore Lascaris as 
Emperor of the Greeks. The Epirote clergy avoided mentioning Theo- 
dore Lascaris as Emperor although they acknowledged Manuel as 
Patriarch. Under different circumstances, this would be an obvious 
contradiction. If they acknowledged the spiritual head of the 
State, they should acknowledge the political under whose patro- 
nage the former functioned. And in essence, this very point was 
the culmination of the whole issue and in particular of the pa- 
triarch’s argument. 

But for the Epirote clergy and particularly for Theodore 
Angelos this mattered very little. As long as the Empire was 
divided and Constantinople was in captivity, they argued, that 
there could be no Empire - basileia. To be sure, they were willing 
to acknowledge the patriarch’s spiritual authority but not his juris- 


-dictional because he was like the rest of them in exile. Later, 


they would even debate the legitimacy of his title as Patriarch 
of Constantinople arguing that he should be more appropriately 
called bishop of Nicaea. 

The only criterion that would make the patriareh’s and the 
emperor’s claims really legitimate was to regain their respective 
sees from the Latins. Claiming the title alone was nol sufficient. 
Since Constantinople was in the hands of the Latins their claims 
were like anyone else’s and for that matter no better than theirs. 


‘mplicitly stated at this stage of the dispute. 
These ideas were only implicitly Se 


But with the liberation of Thessalonica from the L 
Angelos (1224), these ideas became strong issues dnneione chang: 
ing the tone of the dispute from that of a dialogue schism. 





99, Brehier, Les Institutions, oP: cit., pp» 58-65. 
100. Epirotica, No. 47, p. 276. 











CHAPTER I} 
THE SCHISM 


In spite of all his efforts to resolve the ecclesiastical conflict 
with the Epirotes, Patriarch Manuel accomplished very little, 
leaving the problem to be resolved by his successor Germanos I] A: 
Patriarch Germanos was elevated to the throne in 1223 2 by 
John III Vatatzes who in the meantime succeeded his father-in- 
law Theodore Lascaris to the throne *. Germanos adopted the 
same intransigent attitude towards the Epirotes as his prede- 
cessor, strongly advocating his patriarchal rights and jurisdic- 
tional prerogatives. His correspondence and writings‘ re- 
veal a man of dynamic character and deep concern for the unity 
of the Church. A prolific writer, he strove to uplift the morale 
of his fold by issuing encyclicas, writing sermons and combatting 
heresy. Indeed, besides his preoccupation with the rival claims 

of the Epirote clergy, he laboriously worked to instruct the Or- 
thodox under Latin rule as those in Constantinople and Cyprus 5, 


1. The only detailed and now somewhat out-of-date study on Patriarch 
Germanos is in Greek: S. Lagopates, Tegpavdc II Llateideyns Kwvorartwov- 
mhewc-Ninatac, [1222-1240], (Tripolis, 1913). Also, H.-G. Beck, op. cit. 
pp. 667-668. 

2. For a long time, the date of Germanos’ enthronement was beli- 
= to be June 30, 1222; Lagopates, op. cit., p. 25. On the basis of a let- 
. a to Germanos by Theodore, bishop of Alania, it is now established 
= ematiog was proclaimed patriarch later, in J anuary 1223: Maria Ny- 
eas Ae oe tod émoxémov “Araviac OcodaHpov xal h ele tov 

PXIKOV Upovov avdeonatc T'epuavod tod B’». *Emernolc ‘ 

¥ . ¢ “Eraigelac Bular- 
ae ete XXXII (1964), 270-278. a : 

i ; 

easins sean «La Chronologie des Patriarches de Constantinople 
)», Reoue des Etudes Byzantines XXVI (1969), 136-137. 


3. The elevati 
in the sources: = 1on of John Vatatzes to the throne is only briefly stated 


teen .- -xarradiber tev Blov [6 Oed8mpoco Adoxapic], thy Pactrelay 
4. The ne ibcasy aurod “Todwy + Aotxgn. Acr. p. 34.11-13. 
Lagopates, op. cit., pp. 24 he Germanos’ works have been published by 


5. ibid., pp. 350- 
PP, 90-358. Cf. Laurent, Les Regestes, Nos. 1233-1235, pp. 42-45: 





F . However, the fault , J dies 
the unity of the Church was not theirs alone. Ever HME ee 


ctawee top towards Thessalonica, the Epi- 
_ Walting the day to proclaim him basilens 
and themselves ecclesiastically independent. That this was the 
case, one needs only to consid : : 
Theaianueeatee Ae er Apocaucos’ correspondence wel 
After the fall of Prosec and Platamona, Theodore was expected 
soon to enter triumphantly in Thessalonica 8. Apocaucos often 
wrote him of the day he would like to see Theodore crowned 
there Emperor of the Greeks ®. Apocaucos was not the only 
one that was contemplating Theodore as basileus. The army as 
well as the clergy seemed to have wished the same !°, In the fall 
of 1224, Theodore marched victorious in Thessalonica and there 


6. Acr. p. 33.14ff: «O 3& Kouvnvdc @eddmpoc... ta tig Bactrelac ope- 
teptadwevoc, emetdh tH¢ Decoudrovinns yeyovey tyxputhc... mopquelda te Smev- 
Svetar xal govbek meprBarrcta. mESiAK...» 

_7. Epirotica, No. 3, p. 245 after the fall of Prosec: «...xot weyarbver 
ae 6 Beds xal xoutardcet oe enl mcov, xual 7d Baorrixdy xal mizproy brodjoet oe 
méSirov». No. 4, p. 247, after Theodore’s victory in Platamona: «...xal 7@ 
Bele utoew yercOjcoua: a> xal yptoua Erepov mupuiparceme Oappotvrm> xapado- 
xetv éx tabtns tH yeloewc». In this letter to Theodore, Apocaucos alluded 
to the imperial anointment - «dc xal yotous Exepov mapvpdceas Bappodvras 
uopaSoxeiv [watch eagerly, expectantly] 2% sobs cis xeloewc». If indeed, 
Ostrogorsky, Zur Kaisersalbung op. cit., pp- 245-250, is correct that the 
imperial anointment was introduced shortly after 1204, then Apocaucos 
numerous references to the yetoya can hardly be account Yoke “nen 
as this practice was supposedly adopted from the Latins. Co der also 
3. p. 245 «...xal tio ptpov dmopopiic. . - alobdvouat xat xapadoxd negantiy 
xal xetpacs... xorsOncecOar». 

8. ibid., No. 4, p. 247. 

9. ibid., no. 3, p. 245. 24; No. 25, p. 288. 

10. Pitra, op. cit., col. 488. 
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he was unanimously proclaimed basileus, justifying everyone's 
expectations ™ ion to the throne, Theodore proceed 
After his proclamation to ae P ceeded to be 
F lly anointed and crowned emperor *, The task was to be 
orma a by the city’s highest ranking ecclesiastic, the Metro. 
ae eee Constantine Mesopotamites. Mesopota. 
Se ueeron was unwilling to crown Theodore saying that 
oe ae rulers were the only legitimate heirs to the Byzantine 
throne 18, Despite the fact that Theodore had restored him to 
his see after the expulsion of the Latins, Mesopotamites would 
not change his mind ™4 Hearing of Mesopotamites attitude tos 
wards Theodore, Apocaucos immediately wrote to him hoping 
to convince him with his arguments . He reminded the Metro- 
politan of Theodore’s generosity towards him and of the services 
he had rendered to the struggle against the Latins 14, Mesopota- 
mites was not moved by Apocaucos’ letter neither did the repeated 
efforts of other influential men changed his decision. Finally he 
left his see going again into exile 1”. 


11. Longnon, La reprise, op. cit., pp. 141-146; Sinogowitz, Zur Ero- 
berung, op. cit., p. 28. 
12. For a discussion of the date of Theodore’s coronation, see Stiernon, 
La date du couronnement, op. cit., pp. 197-202. 
13. Acr. p. 33. 20ff: «.. .dvtvetévtoc aut él tobte oteppdétata tod 
unzpomodtov Oecourovixns Kwvotavttvov tod Meocorotauitov. ..» 
14. Epirotica, No. 20, p. 280: «Xb te yap dic KHALOLANY Tepiméteray drtw- 
Goby exmértuxac tic Anyovoncs oe, méAw 88 Sid THs ettavenevcews avéarne, domep 
nal dvorbarinc, xal Lots do tod Oedvou cov... Ud pév, dco Sv? adrod [tod Mt- 
xan °Ayyédov] cH méAer cov erravacwOévta...»; L. Petit, «Les eveques de 
Thessaloniquen Echos d’Orient V (1901), 30, without real proof, argued 
that Mesopotamites was restored to his see with the help of the crusaders. 
15. wid., pp. 280-282. No. 19, p. 280: «Kar? émrayhy ...10d Aotxa 
erotnan xal mods tov Oecourovixne youphy...» W. Norden, op. cit., p. 304, 
i. 5 mistakenly assumed that the letter of Apocaucos was addressed to Theo- 
dore Angelos congratulating him of his conquest of Thessalonica. Obviously, 
Norden was misled by reading only the title of the letter, «Oeooahovinns 
8eoréry Oertadlas. . .» 


=~ sick ibid., No. 20, P. 280: «Xéow 88 xual evyaototiay thy 8? ebyady dva- 

et ei ROUTOY TH Xparraurg Kouvnvas xab of xol Huds to Sixatov d&rartety. 
his see f Meropolites wrote that Mesopotamites was forcibly expelled from 
nt a8 oa ee Theodore : «.. gy [rdy Meoorotaputrny] xual morrutc 
p. 33. ie big ap eee UréBare tév xavovixdy dv dvTexouevov)). 


es, however, maintained that Mesopotamites left the 


AS nteasneeaesishinssiennensneenonemnee-~sini i 








ents are inumerable, 
PS he endured to re- 
He deserved the crown 
them but also because 
© imperium had been 
ng, « ertoxommate Opororvlanc xat hor- 


they said, as the sacrifices and the hardshi 
store to them freedom anq Orthodoxy page: 
not only for the services he had rp ' 
of his imperial lineage 2, 44; 
acclaimed by everybody includi 
mO@v teopdmv xal wovaydy yal 
évtav00a% Xorotiavéiy» 21, 
Theodore’s coronation was last] : 

Chomatianos the autocephalous Atchbidhog. ot Sapeage imaae 
Chomatianos maintained that as an autocephalous eohtigige. 
had the authority, «Baoirgac Xelew ob¢ xxl Grow rear) bre Bot = e 
wal undevt ebObvac dpetrav Sodvean 28, However, it was ae Cho. 


STPATLOTOY erixotoey nal néven téyy 


see voluntarily despite Theodore’s efforts to keep him there: A, Mustoxides, 
Delle Cose Corciresi, (Corfu, 1848), Appendix p. L ff. Yet the testimony 
of Bardanes is contradicted by Apocaucos who described, in a letter of his, 
the wrath of Theodore against Mesopotamites as follows: Epirotica, No. 19, 
p. 280: «...6 yap mavevtvyéeratoc xdprog “ov 6 Aotxac exetey eravenOov pel- 
Cova tév bd cod yeupévrwy eEnyhoato xi Bapirepn dad xol & xparabe Ko- 
wvnvos ev iSta ypap7y &t. xual tobray Sprubtepa...» Also No. 25, p. 287: «Oley 
5 Aéyw h ev "“Aptyn xatd tod Oecourovinng deyh, Hr1c dvngOn uév, de mupeds. ..» 

18. wbid., «IIp&%E1¢ cvvodixh meol tho tod Scométov Ocoddpov elo Bactnta 
dvayopetcewc», No. 24, pp. 285-286. The date of this synodal act must be 
placed before March 1225 as it is evinced from a letter of Apocaucos, Epi- 
rotica, No. 21, p. 282. In March 1225, Apocaucos was still in Arta contem- 
plating Theodore’s coronation which was to be held later in ‘Thessalonica. 

19. wbid., p. 285: «...moddods piv mbvovg bropetvac Bvexa tay tvradOa 
Xpratiavayv, modArode dé iSedrac xevehouc bréo Hud... é% tHv moheumxdyv dyd- 
Voy xal cuuTAo“dy. . .» ; 

20. ibid., p. 286: «rd 38 petCov elmeiv ual 6 mapd mavrde Guordyntat oté- 
watos, wo Stapdpwv Baciiéwv amdyovoc xat elc thy Bacthixhy dvaywyhy Suext- 
ovmevog....» 

24. ibid. 

22. Acr. p. 34. 4 ff: «6 8% Bovdyaplac deyremloxomoc —— ees 9 
Trepdidvaxer toitov diddnux, co Epucxev, adtdvouos dv...» Nic. a pres 
11 ff: «xa 8} xa adrovouetobar tairny el¢ 7d Siyvextc mpooerer&yet, 

f ‘ Sto yao HAO eqetrar maph Ta voucovn. 
ote xal Bacrréac yotew ‘Poyatwy, toito yao ‘ ot 
i tocephalous archbishop 

23. ibid., lines 3-5. Chomatianos, the autocep sional 

ay eS hia rhe ‘ imed to have the right of anointing 
Achrida and Justiniana Prima, claimed to ; re 

the pre-eminence of his see: «... 
crowning the Emperor on account of magts > in Pitre 
Smepoyhy Eyovtes amd ric tod xa0” Ausic Opdvov peyadstornros 
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ind Theodore’s coronation but the 
matianos a i, Chomatianos was chosen to per- 
synod of the i his see ranked the highest in Theodore’g 
lee al - Theodore basileus, Chomatianos acted in the 
realm. iia the army and the senate, the three congtj- 

eee. elements “ee Byzantine State 25. i ad 
The time and the details of Theodore’s doronation in Thegga- 
ica can only be surmised from Apocaucos correspondence 26 
rade has suggested as a probable date for the coronation the 
aria? or the spring of 1228 °’. Considering the fact that 





op. cit., col 489. Actually, tite iden Giftoation of Ses Maeda ty Best! 
of Justiniana Prima is questionable: M. J. Zeiller, « thet: e e Justiniana 
Prima» in Melanges Charles Diehl, (Paris, 1930), vol. I, 299-304. The privi- 
leges which Chomatianos claimed were at first fabricated by a cleric of 
the archbishopric of Achrida who wished to identify his see with Justiniana 
Prima. Theophylact (11th c), however, seems to have ignored this theory 
which was expounded at length only at the time of Chomatianos. Chomatia- 
nos, on his part, advanced the theory (i) because he wished to check the 
ecclesiastical expansion of the archbishoprics of Tirnovo and Pec and (ii) 
because he had to provide, in his encounter with Patriarch Germanos, some 
justification for Theodore’s anointment and coronation: Gelzer, Ungedruckte 
und wenig bekannte Bistiimerverzeichinisse, op. cit., pp. 40-41; 61-63. Demetrios 
Chomatianos signed his documents as «Anunterog tém Ocod &pytemloxoroc 
THe Mearns ‘lovotimavijc xal méonc Bovryaptac» but his archbishopric ever since 
the creation of the see of Tirnovo (1187) and Pec (1219) had lost all control 
over Bulgarian territories. In spite of that, Chomatianos and his successors 
retained the title of ¢all Bulgaria». Vasil N. Zlatarski, «Prima Justiniana im 
Titel des Bulgarischen Erzbischofs von Achrida» Byzantinische Zeitschrift 
XXX (1929), 488ff; Heinrich Gelzer, «Der Patriarchat von Achrida. Geschi- 
chte und Urkunden», Abhandlungen der philologisch-historischen Klasse der 

kéniglichen sdchsischen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften. V (1902), 16-48. 

24. Epirotica, No. 24, p. 285. 

25. ibid., p. 286, Chomatianos also testified to this in his letter to 
intone ho in 2 ss atonal 
yeyovey airéOt, & véyovev... xab obtas ob8 évratba 


Pacrwrch ™P6BAnatc BvyXAHTOV BovAryc juolonce xal Lexrepatixfic ovyrevolac xat 
ouvdpouiic. . .» Pitra, op. cit., col. 490, 


: Epirotica, PP. 279-288. A 


26 f 
: ocaucos t i , ation 
in Thessalonica No. 2 Pp ook part in Theodore’s coron 


; 3; P. 284; No 25, p. 288, 5-8. He spent the winter 
Ophea seriously ill but he was able to take. active part in 
Seon (1225): No. 94 there to proclaim officially Theodore’s ascent to the 
congratulat hi , “t) PP. 285-286. Apocaucos also wrote to Theodore to 

ate him for his ascent to power: No. 25, pp. 286-288, 


27. L. Sti L 
L. Stiernon, La date dy couronnement de Theodore Doukas, op. cit., 
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Thessalonica was stormed as early as 1224 these d 

t 
what late and rather problematic, Theo tive We some- 


reason. Stiernon provides none 28. 

Be that as it may, sometime after M 
of the Epirote bishops, with the consent o 
again in Arta to outline their future 
Patriarchate at Nicaea , The synod 
«npog tov Tlateuceyny murtéxtoy TOY 
mapa tod Navirdxtou» 3°, The Epirotes 


arch 1225, the synod 
f Theodore, convened 
religious policy towards the 
issued a statement entitled 


Shov dpyreogeny oxedincbdy 
expressed their regret that 


pp. 200-202. Stiernon proposed these dates — 
1228— by comparing various texts which either designated Theodore as 

emperor (uéytote Baotded, xodtiote Pastaed) or only as ruler (ueyoroupys Kopynyé, 

Ocopeyaruvte Kouvyvé). The former, Stiernon argued, referred to Theo- 

dore after his coronation whereas the latter belong to an earlier time. However, 

Theodore Angelos was considered Baatdeds as soon as he conquered Thessa- 

lonica and was addressed as such even before his anointment and coronation. 

Apocaucos had written to Patriarch Manuel (d. 1222) that they considered 

Theodore as their king and divinely appointed ruler: «., .dy fuetc OedBev 

ameotanu. ppovoduev xal Bacthéa ray huetéowy envyoneduedan, Epirotica, 
No. 17, p. 272. Later, he also wrote to Theodore’s wife, Maria Doucas, of 
his wish to be present at Theodore’s coronation: «Kal dErour ue 6 Oecd xat 
gy Mcooxrovixyn meooxvvijou thy Bactrelav budy xal tio ev tH Baordixh OTEQT)- 
poply wh otepnO7jvar Anpmpdrytocn. «According to Byzantine constitutional 
theory, the imperium was usually invested to a ruler during his proclama- 
tion. Christophilopoulou, op. cit., p. 178. 

28. Stiernon, loc. cit. 

29. The gathering of this synod must be placed after March 1225 and 
probably after Theodore’s anointment and coronation in Thessalonica. In 
the pittakion, he is referred as basileus and autocrator. One of the peg 
made against the patriarch in Nicaea was eee ase acknowledge Theo: 
dore Angelos as such. Epirotica, No. 26, p. 291, 31-33. : . 

30. ibid., No. 26, ee 288-293; Lagopates, op. cit., p. 35, ee 
this document was sent to Germanos a little while before the fall of T 


fall of 1227 or the spring of 


salonica. He arrived at this conclusion arguing that the te rey 5 
nowhere mentioned Theodore’s conquest of Thessalonica, al 


did mention his earlier victory over Peter of Courtenay. True, ote roan 
avoided to mention Theodore’s greatest victory, the capture of Th = 
nica because they did not find it necessary. That this | 
manos after the fall of Thessalonica can be attested hes comand 
dore was throughout mentioned as basileus; (il) in reas deena nee ; 
it clear that they had real bargaining power 1. ©. ee per 
of Theodore’s proclamation and (iii) that they wines sneatlit 
off relations with the patriarchate because strategi paicen 
were far better off than Nicaea 


etter was sent to Ger- ; 9 
the fact that (i) Theo- 
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76 ; : 
s had prevented closer ties with Nicaea and 


familiar arguments for not accepting the patriarchy, 
repeated os rerogatives over them *'. The patriarch, they de. 
1 p hem the right to elect their bishops them. 


ive t , 
manded, shat pe with their request his name will constantly 
ves. If he w! 1 in their services. In addition, they asked him 


of the bishops of Leucas, Pharsalon and 


the circumstance 


“ orate 
be commen a 
to ratify the ordinations 


Corfu *. triarch’s silence and indifference towards them, they 
ney fy his title of ecumenical patriarch. If he 


not justi ; 
act a they are afraid that they will succumb 
oes 


to Theodore’s pressures to recognize the primacy of the Roman 
0 38, They allowed the patriarch three months to decide 34 
fay ; restingly enough, the Synod avoided to mention the recent 
LL op iiksodorc' anointment and coronation, only stating that 
he rightfully deserved the title of basileus on account of his impe- 
rial lineage ® and the many services he has rendered to the Church 
and the State #. However, they made it clear to the patriarch 
that Theodore had ipso jure the right to the imperium and the- 
refore there was no point of discussing the matter any further 47, 
Obviously, by presenting the patriarch with a fait accompli the 
bishops had hoped to spare themselves from entering into another 
controversy especially as their ecclesiastical problems were still 
lingering on. 


31. Epirotica, No. 26, p. 289ff. The arguments were: 

(i) It was not to their advantage. 

(ii) Politically they were divided. 

(iii) They accepted the patriarch’s spiritual authority but not his jurisdic- 
tional. 

(iv) They acted in the spirit of economia: «'H yuo xulpixh thy moayudtwv Tmept- 
pope xxl xbox obyyuats deny Tacahéyou xawvotoulac xal eéml totic &- 
Tononinots elonveyxey évepyjuacw, p. 290. 

32. ibid., p, 290, 
eo 33. ibid., p, #91. And to think that Apocaucos a few years earlier had 
oe patriarch’s proposal for union with Rome proudly declaring 
44, rg crllodeny. Epirotica, No. 15, p. 267. 
35. ibid. 
a9, gepittt, No. 26, p. 292, 
sOY dpvorda, 28, ame YOO soLobtov xal ev rorotrorg Bicdipaveree bbatge 
trepovn, MThy el uh tue tos THs Pacheluc dvéouaroc dEvot, ayorT Y 
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Promptly, Germanos convene 
issued an Official statement condemni 
ption of the title of basileys %, Motor - 
write to Theodore advising him to lay ie dei ts yno 
they said, it was not common for the; © Purple because, 

) : Ir race to have two emperor 
and two patriarchs ®. The act of the Synod accom lished : 
little except to prompt Demetrios Chomatianos to ie a ites 
to Germanos. Moved by the synod’s condemnation for the > 
he had played in Theodore’s coronation, Chomatianos shen 
patriarch a letter congratulating him for his installation to office ri 

In his opening paragraph, Chomatianos first expressed his 
gratitude to God for elevating to the Patriarchal throne a worthy 
and virtuous man. Despite the «anomalous conditions and the 
confusion of the times», he alluded, to David’s exclamation: «Be- 
hold, how good and pleasant it ig for brethren to dwell together in 
unity» “4. But the wordly upheavals, he continued, have cast a 
«shadow» over the Greeks depriving them of the patriarch’s «fa- 
therly voice» **. Nevertheless, the Epirote Church has survived 
and flourished due to the patriarch’s prayers and the protection 
of their «divinely-crowned Emperor 4%, As a regult, their congre- 
gations have multiplied especially after Theodore Angelos «chased 
the wolves — the Latins— from the fold» 4*, Indeed, Chomatianos 
added, Theodore’s deeds «leave no room for censure». He has 
restored order and has filled numerous bishoprics with men of 
faith and proven virtues 4°. The archbishop concluded then, wishing 


gelos’ ado- 
resolved to 


38. Blemmydes wrote that a synod of about forty bishops was conye- — 
ned by Germanos in Nicaea to condemn Theodore’s adoption of the imperium. 
Blemmydes, Curriculum vitae, op. cit., p. 14. Cf. Laurent, Les Regestes, No. 1239, 

ral he 

: 39. ibid. Germanos, after the convocation of this synod, entrusted 
to the Metropolitan of Amastris, Nicholas Caloethes, a pastoral letter which 
was written as a response to the pittakion of the synod of Arta. This docu- 
ment is now lost but it is mentioned in a letter of Germanos to Choraiies 
nos and in a letter of Bardanes addressed to Germanos. Pitra, op. ee col. 
486. R. Loenertz, «Lettre de Georges Bardanes Metropolite de Corcyre», ’Emetn- 
ols ‘Eraigelag Bulavtway Snovddv XX XIII (1964), 104-118. 

40. in Pitra, Analecta, op. cit., col. 481-484. 

41. ibid., col. 484. 

42. ibid. 

43. ibid., col. 482. 

44. tbid. 

45. ibid. 












the East may be as prosperous as in the West 
f both may harmoniously unite «go that th 

e 
,es of God may be spared from any oppo 


e situation in 
rulers 0 
holy Churel 
sition sin 4) his euphemisms, Chomatianos addressed the pa 
soa? a yas his equal. BY informing him of the state ie 
triarch a Sheawh, Chomatianos did not act as the patriarch’, 
the Epiro = Pa tho acknowledged leader of the Epirote clergy 
subordina’e ae from his wish for ecclesiastical union. Ag Latl 
This ih aa politically divided, the Church of Epiros ean 
Pr aeaiut of the patriarch’s jurisdiction. As for his 
rc in the coronation of Theodore, Chomatianos said nothing 
except to mention Theodore in his letter as «Hsoatepy, xdToxedtopan, 
But what he ommitted by making only an occasional allusion 
to it, the patriarch brought it up in his reply 47, 

In a somewhat abrupt manner, the patriarch cautioned Chomati- 
anos not to frown upon his ommission of the customary fraternal gre- 
eting. The purpose of his letter is not a salutatory one but to censure 
Chomatianos and the western clergy for their uncanonical actions *, 
Giving no further explanations, the patriarch drove to the heart 
of the problem by asking when and whence Chomatianos obtained 
the right to crown emperors. «How could the archbishop of Bulgaria 
ever crown Emperors,» the patriarch asked. «When did a cleric of 
Achrida ever extend a patriarchal right hand to consecrate an 
imperial forehead »» “ Chomatianos by crowning Theodore caused 
a rupture in the unity of the Orthodox Church. At the same time, 
he had insulted the divinely-appointed emperor whom God has 
Placed in the East as a «guard with a flaming sword to thwart the 
infidel Saracenes» *. The patriarch accused Chomatianos of eX- 
Ss Seumatanoss for his own advancement and pare 
see ding lec aga to him at the end of his letter that : 
i tien ace” the Metropolitan of Amastris, as his lega 

e Angelos of the patriarch’s wishes *. 


LP aire cee 


46. idid., col, 489, 
“0 idid., cols, 483-486, Cf. 
18. ibid, col, 483, 
49. idid., col. 49% 
50. ibid., col, 4gs, 


54. ibid, 
+ OOl. 486. CY. Laurent, Les Regestes, No. 1248, p- 55: 


Laurent, Les Regestes, No. 1244, p- 52: 


sa lS ar BE a A 
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poke of Theodore with res- 
amt the arbitrary conduct 
solution, Germanos also ap- 


Interestingly enough, Germanos 5 
pect °? directing his censure Solely ag 
of Chomatianos. To emphasize his re 

ointed a bishop of his own choice t 
een the Epirotes did not riod ee Dyrrachium 58, 
stead, their synod raised to the see of Dijinadie eee ee In- 
Cabasilas, a friend of Chomati 4G m Constantine 
en as1anos ™". Similarly, the mission of 
Caloethes proved fruitless in spite of his efforts to sete : 
Epirote synod in Thessalonica of the patriarch’s ined oH 
jurisdictional rights. y and 

Up to this point, the debate did not involve the rulers * of 
the two States. Whatever inferences were made were indirect 
and more or less tactfull. Moreover, both parties tried to contain 
the controversy within the framework of the ecclesiastical or- 
ganization of their State, making only implicit allusions to the 
claims of their respective rulers. However, when Theodore An- 
gelos expelled the patriarch’s nominee from the see of Dyrrachium ; 
despite the pleas ofthe Epirote clergy, Patriarch Germanos vio- : 
lently attacked Theodore making him solely responsible for all 
the ecclesiastical injusticies that his kingdom had committed 
against the sovereignty of Nicaea®. Theodore, the patriarch 
pointed out, had promoted the schism of the Church by proclaim- 
ing himself emperor, expelling Constantine Mesopotamites un- 
justly from his see and breaking his oath of fidelity to Theodore 
Lascaris °°, At the same time, these violations have also hindered 
the Greek cause against the Latins, their common foe. 

To answer these serious charges, George Bardanes, the Me- 
tropolitan of Corfu composed at the request of the Western pre- 


















52. Germanos called Theodore «modewordrp vl ris dyveardryg Tod 
cod weydans éxxAyolacn. ibid. 
ms The Ae of this bishop still remains unknown. The only a 
mention his appointment is Bardanes. ieee op. cit., p. 92m. 4 ica cd .% 
54. Pitra, Analecta, op. cit., col. 617 I. - ‘ ree a 
55. These charges of "patriatoh Germanos contained oe ae id = a 
lost, are mentioned by Bardanes who was entrusted with es a et ae 
them. The response of Bardanes is contained in Mustoxides, ng oo Ris eae 
A far better edition of Bardanes’ letter was undertaken by . au patria rs 
Leonertz, «Lettre de Georges Bardanes ele pea eects Bete 
rche oecumenique Germain II, 1226-1227», 1m pte ee . 
véov Enovdcsv XXXILI (1964), 104-448. Cf. Laurent, Les Begesissy 
56. Acr. p. 14. 24. 24ff. sae 





60. 
orld 5 tic "Actac doka 


80 
were assembled in Thessalonica, (1226-1227), an aye 
0 


n which he answered one by one the accusations 
The bishop of Thessalonica was never forced 
his metropolis, Bardanes informed the patriarch, 
by Theodore from hi s repeatedly asked to stay but instead he 
On the contrary, he s exile 7. On the other hand, Dyrrachiym 
preferred 0 res Latins with toils, blood and sacrifices, To 
was ee che whose loyalties belonged to an outside power 
offer it to a “ See 68, When the bishop of Amastris came to 
was out of i ae anxiously went to hear him. But he faileq 
ee assembly in Thessalonica because of his intransi- 
0 

° 59 
2 eee that Theodore Angelos did not keep his oath 
of loyalty to Lascaris was equally absurd. ees tools the 
oath before Lascaris had proclaimed himself emperon is Besides, 
Theodore had been all along helping Lascaris to establish his 
authority in Nicaea regardless of the manifold dangers that were 

surrounding them °’. 
The question of episcopal appointments in Angelos’ kingdom 
henceforth should not concern the patriarch. The candidates wil] 
be nominated by their ruler and their synod ®*. To be sure, this 
procedure was irregular but such were the times and the circum- 
stances they lived in®. To rectify the situation, their synod had 
earlier proposed a solution but the patriarch rejected it as unac- 
ceptable, «as if it was possible to alter the circumstances». But 
since this proved impossible it would be better for the two kingdoms 
to recognize each other’s integrity and be content with their lot °. 
The western kingdom is like a garden «where everyone has easy 
access to it to walk, sit, pick flowers or rest» ®, The other is li- 
kewise, a Paradise, but those who have reaped from its fruits 


lates wh 
haustive letter 1 
of the patriarch. 


a 
57. Bardanes, by Leonertz. op. cj 
Ba ; , Op. cit., p. 111. 
58. ibid., p. 112, ? 
59. ibid., p. 119, 


wid. pp. 115-116: «obdéra do éotepnpdper to téte obte phy 709 


Mae, ae 5 mepleBa ero GX’ Fy témouc témov duelBav». 


62. wid., p. 143, 
63. ibid, 
64. ibid., p, 447, 





ere condemned to death making ; 
aphid Bardanes said %, ng its entrance unfriendly and 
And indeed, they had every reason 
was only concerned for his prerogatives, dee Patriarch 
else as unimportant. Their actions were eee everything 
by him regardless of the fact that they were scstunee epee: 
the struggle for the liberation of their lands. Their Pia g too, to 
wards canonical procedure had been interpreted by is to- 
as a schism and a hindrance to their common cause. The i 
naturally, had ignored that the ecclesiastical schism dee Sertic 
of the Empire’s disintegration and the rise to power of eet i 
His insistence to exercise absolute control over them was etiniat 
unrealistic. A compromise on his p 


art was necessary but he was 
afraid that it would jeopardize the claims to the throne of his 
ruler. 


Meanwhile Apocaucos wrote to Germanos (1226-1227) from 
Thessalonica inquiring about the patriarch’s silence for not having 
answered his letter °’. He informed him that since his last letter 
he had been ill and that he was cured through the generosity of 
Theodore. He also reminded the patriarch of the former days 
they had spent together in Constantinople and beseeched him 
once more for the sake of their friendship to deem him worthy 
of his reply ®8. Germanos again did not answer. 

In the meantime, Chomatianos addressed another letter to 
Germanos in which he discussed his activities as the autocepha- 
lous Archbishop of Justiana Prima ®. He complained that the 
answer he had received from Germanos was insulting. He wrote a 
fraternal letter but instead he was charged with unfounded ac- 
cusations. Such a letter surely did not befit a patriarch ”. «Fulfil- 
ling a fraternal obligation», he said: 





66. ibid., pp. 116-117: Bardanes here makes an allusion to a statement 
made earlier by Patriarch Germanos who likened the Church in Nicaea to a 
Paradise guarded by an angel with a flaming bees! Pitra, Analecta, op. 
cit., col. 485. Cf. Laurent, Les Regestes, No. 1248, p. 94. 

67. Epirotica, No. 27. pp. 293-295. Apocaucos here alludes to see 
he had sent to Germanos from Arta (1225-1226). The text of this 
now lost. Loenertz, op. cit., p. 89. 

68. ibid., p. 295. 

69. Pitra, Analecta, op. cit., cols. 487-498. 

70. ibid., col. 487. 
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to your holiness 
‘shed to pay homage - te 
eee ved insults... We wrote to 


. recél : . 
instead We se we did not wish 
you again only bet 


to appear without defense. You have 


inting 
“Jered us guilty for anon 
ye Emperor and usurpers for having 


ake from you that prerogative 
Se cite only you to anoint the 
Emperor. We repeat, your idtes a 
‘udgment do not befit a Patriarch . ba 
te @ suspect that the voice in the letter 
was not really yours but the voice of your 
supreme political authority. The hand 
that wrote it was, however, the hand of 
your holiness. Know then that we are 
not as insolent and ignorant as you think 
so as to dare something which is beyond 
our task... 

As you know the crisis that has befallen 
upon us has been threatening our undefiled 
faith... In view of this consideration, our 
senate, the clergy and the army invested 
upon Theodore the imperium anointing 
him King... Our decision was also influenced 
by the fact that the Kingdom of Nicaea is 
not strong enough to survive, especially, 
as it is now surrounded by enemies and count- 
less difficulties... Moreover, we had to assert 
ourselves over our enemies. For this, we 
had to have a king. The coronation of 


Theodore took place unanimously in Thessalonica. 


We were chosen to perform the rite only 

because of the preeminence of our see. . . 

We complied with the request having no 

‘Sania of fulfilling human ambitions or 

oe deliberately the law. We accomodated 

ee a €s to the circumstances being convinced 
10 was preferable to adapt ourselves 


to the times rather than to follow the 


ah 
me 
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Chomatian int MWA ina o's 

08 maintaine 
of the see of Achrida he re sigh 6 ee archbishop 

oh anoint emperors. He 

argued that the status of Justiniana Prima alone entitled hi 
with the privilege of anointing the emperor 2, His see. he him 
ranked oer a those of Rome and Constantinople 78, one 
ie ee: get the agent of the senate, the army and the clergy. 

ag as the autocephalous archbishop of an ancient 
see he had every right to perform this ceremony. Justinian had 
conferred upon his see, he said, special privileges and extraordi- 
nary powers 74. 

The patriarch has charged them with uncanonical procedure, 
Chomatianos added, as if the Nicenes were completely innocent 
of violating the canons. ' 

But they too have proclaimed in Nicaea a 

king and a patriarch forced by the circum- 

stances. Who has ever heard one and the same 

person to act as the Metropolitan of Nicaea 

and at the same time to be called the Patri- 
arch of Constantinople? What has taken place 
in Nicaea surely was not the result of a 
unanimous decision. The senate and the clergy 
and all those who survived the holocaust of 
Constantinople did not exclusively go to 

the East to proclaim an emperor. Many of them 
went to the West too where they proclaimed 
an emperor. The West, [that is Epiros and 
Macedonia], comprise at least half of the 
Empire’s territory. As you can see then, 

your holiness, both your actions and ours 
resulted from the prevailing circumstances 
that followed the fall of the Empire. The 
only one who could dare to condemn your 
policies and ours surely would be someone 





71. ibid., cols. 487-489. 
72. ibid., col. 494. 


‘bid., cols. 494-495. | tL 
73. ibid., co of Chomatianos, see the deport “ae 


74. ibid. On the claims 
pates, op. cit., p. 54, n. 4, - 53. 

















84 aati: bi understanding the problem that 
incap fallen upon us -[the Latin domination] 75. 
hes " concluded his argument saying that 

earns est the circumstances are the same. But 

East as in arn d, they have offered the crown to a 

as they ee of many brave deeds. The manner of Theodore’, 

high birt to the throne and his anointment was not irregular 76 

elevation ation of the oil which is used in every anointment did 

The ae have to be blesseed by the patriarch, Tp fact 
> a be consecrated by any priest’. The anointing of 
the 01 . a part of the hierarchical liturgy and in no way the 
‘anes right of the patriarch 7°. Theodore’s anointment, Cho. 
Sean continued, «was performed by employing as it was cus- 
tomary consecrated oil», though, he said, we could have used the 
chrism which flows in rivers from the tomb of St. Demetrios jn 
Thessalonica ”*. 

Chomatianos finally accused Germanos of violating the ter- 
ritorial claims of Achrida by sanctioning the establishment of an 
autocephalous Church in Serbia clearly for political reasons. 80 
Both, the tone of his letter and his direct answers to the charges that 
the patriarch had levelled against him, indicate that Chomatianos 
was not seeking to reconcile himself. On the contrary, he strongly 
argued that his position in the western kingdom was comparable 
to that of the patriarch in the East and even better than his be- 
cause the preeminence of his see was greater than that of Nicaea’s. 

On the other hand, the claims of Theodore to the imperium were 
as good as those of the Nicene rulers and even better because of 
Theodore’s imperial lineage 81. In substance, his letter reflected 
the same ideas as Apocaucos had earlier expressed in his letters. 
Moreover, he questioned the patriarch’s spiritual authority as 
well as the authenticity of the claims of the Nicene rulers. As to 
the problem of the unity of the Orhodox Church, he did not show 
aera a 
75. ibid., cols, 489-490), 
76. ibid., col 499. 
77. ibid., col. 493, 
78. ibid, 
79. ibid. 
lous eee AC ig For the elevation of Savas as an autocepha- 


erbia see the discussi 
- wid, Cols, 492-493. pa tg oa 


In the 
Man of 





astical schism 4 


between Epiros and Nicaea was open, Achrida had 
’ nothi 


lose but only to gain and Chomatianos knew it, | thing to : 
tempts to revive the special priv] - In fact, his at- 


; eos eges that his 
enjoyed under Justinian were intentionally beoieaial d 
to establish his preeminence vis-a-vis the puttiarch’s in order 
Of course, he candidly admitted 8 au 


that he had menti : , 
rogative, only in order to justify his part in Thebiinag eae his pre- 
But this is hardly convincing. If that was really the ronation, 


was no need for him to dwell on the sak . 
; : ject of his preeminence 
especially since any one could have performed the conidial 
If the patriarch had acted ecumenically surely the situati : 
would be quite different. His loyalties, however, towards the 
Nicene kingdom and his insistence on the strict observance of 
the canons overshadowed any other consideration. In reality, 
the only ties he wanted and indeed he could have with the clergy 
of Epiros were to exercise over them his jurisdictional preroga- 
tives while his home and loyalties were in Nicaea. But the Epi- 
rotes found this arrangement intolerable especially after their 
political expansion. If the patriarch had temporarily allowed them 
some measure of ecclesiastical autonomy they would have been 
content. In fact, they had assured him repeatedly that his name 
would continue to be mentioned in their diptychs acknowledging 
him as their spiritual head except in their administrative affairs. 
However, the patriarch found this insulting and unacceptable. 
What the patriarch was not willing to offer to Theodore An- 
gelos, Chomatianos was only too happy to provide. He ingeniously 
exploited the half-forgotten legend of Justiniana Prima in order 
to become their «patriarchy. A committed supporter of Theodore 
Angelos and a gifted canonist and theologian, Chomatianos cap- 
tured the admiration of his ruler thus displacing in the rig 
ship of the Church the aged Apocaucos. Under his leadership, ; 
tand towards the demands’ — 
clergy of Epiros adopted a stronger s : £ 
ides their anointed ruler the Epirotes 
of the patriarch. Now, besides he r to. Se 
had found in Chomatianos a spiritual leader comparable ae 
hey were humbly seeking the permission 
patriarch. In the past, they saint tj ing for 
of the patriarch to ratify their ordinations pa iently a ae 
: d decided to act without his conse! 
his deliberation. Now, they had de ‘Veit mee 
prepared to defend themselves and territorial 


Vo 
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hi attacks. In addition, _ _— meeting him a8 eqy 1 
: ith a ready ; als 
against 1 better prepared wl Y arsenal of 
. ay even cy 
and in a Ww 
ments. 
Th 


t A ae 
Or than was constitutionally sound. The East was th 
clamatio 


e of the Lascarids. Theirs was the West. Th 
of influence nd Theodore because he was divinely appoi 
a aga ing the Church administratively while 
jnsist 1 sided was both unrealistic and out of the 
they Eine were willing to admit that this w 
a: Hadi And they were correct. 

Within a short time the kingdom of Theodore Angelos heose 
to crumble especially after his disastrous defeat in the battle of 
Klocotnica (1230). Deprived of their emperor, the driving force 
behind their demands for ecclesiastical independence, the Epirote 
clergy soon lost its battle against the patriarchate succumbing to 
the demands of Germanos I]. 


jore, they would argue, rose to power with 
e0 ) 


he u : 
of the army, the clergy and the senate. Nanj. 


His pro- 
© Sphere 
© cler 

nted. To 
Politically 
{uestion, 
as a temporary 








CHAPTER Vv 


THE HEALING OF THE SCHISM 


After Theodore Angelos’ disastrous def 
9, 1230), Epiros became a vassal state of t 
dom, never again to rise to its former power 1, Byzantine histo- 
rians with a declared pro-Nicene bias interpreted Theodore’s de- 
feat and Epiros’ subsequent decline as a divine punishment for 
Theodore’s unjust policies towards the legitimate rulers of Nicaea 2. 
Permanently removed from power, Theodore was succeeded in 
Thessalonica, with Asen’s approval, by his brother Manuel An- 
gelos who rose to the throne without ever officially assuming the 
imperial title (April-May 1230) *% Shortly after his accession to 
power, Manuel entered into negotiations with Vatatzes and Pa- 
triarch Germanos II compromising his claims to the imperium 
and Epiros’ ecclesiastical independence from the Patriarchate at 
Nicaea. Lacking, however, real bargaining power, he was finally 
convinced to renounce his rights to the throne in return receiving 
from Vatatzes as a compensation the recognition of his title of 
despot. 

With Manuel’s renouncement of the imperium, the unity of 
of the Empire was once more politically and spiritually restored. 
John Vatatzes was recognized as the uncontested claimant to 
the Byzantine throne and the Nicene-based Patriarch was acknow- 
ledged by everyone, including the clergy of Epiros, as the undis- 


eat at Klocotnica (March 
he rising Bulgarian King- 








4. Acr. p. 42.11-15; Ostrogorsky, History, op. cut., pp. 436-437; Nicol, 

op. cit., . 414-115. 4 
: we peer p. 28.11-15: «... rig Sheng Ope mepieNobons yi a ste 

véutpov mepteppdvyce tOv Payalwv Baotrelav, Bacrrelas saut@ —? He 

3. Acr. p. 43. 19. Although he was never officially pro oe et Ee 
throne, Manuel retained some exclusive privileges reserved for ioe J 
alone, like writing in red ink. Because he acted like ; _ ay pies 
was only a despot (raised to office by his bochler sot oe vat 
mockingly applied to Manuel a liturgical verse: «. a a 
udcer td elo Xpratdv PaArtwdovdpevoy, ot tov Bacthéa xo se 
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puted spiritual head of all the Christians within the territories 
‘mnire, The ecclesiastical schism which had for almost a 

“ ae aivieed the unity of the Orthodox Church thus ended but 

ga a result of Epiros’ eclipse from power. 

" Except for some sporadic references, the history of the res- 
toration of the ecclesiastical unity between the clergies of Epiros 
and Nicaea has not been hitherto systematically examined, either 
because the issue Was considered unimportant ‘or because the 
sources were not yet published °. 


essences, 


oe Gnidia pondence of Patriarch Ger- 
binge Ankyra als Exarch des : ardanes: Ed. Kurtz, «Christophoros 


, in Byzantinische 


35-56 F the Ministry of Pyb)j ' 
and 234-238 but they never whivas es pitearae eee | 


Uschrift, Nicol, too, discu 
» ell., pp. 119-191. 


shed them in 


ntil Kurt Ay 
the ‘schisan in urtz republi 


t only briefly, op sses the healing of 





THE HEALING OF THR SCHISM 


Soon after his accession to power, Manuel An 
with a dilemma: to follow the policies of his suze 
to seek self-determination. However, his state 
economically was seriously crippled being a ; : 
glorious past. Radically reduced in size ais tis occ a 
the policies of Epiros were largely determined by Pulgetiad in- 
terests }. In addition to its political and economic setbacks, several 
of its bishoprics had forcibly come under the jurisdiction of the 
Bulgarian see of Tirnovo, among them the Metropolis of Thessa- 
lonica ®. The only way out, Manuel thought, was either to seek 
the aid of the Pope or to turn to Nicaea. The former, however 
was bound to fail from the outset *. The only and last aliteniative 
left to Manuel was to turn to Nicaea or to allow his state poli- 
tically and ecclesiastically gradually to deteriorate. 

The initial step towards the reopening of negotiations was 
actually taken by Nicaea. Perceiving Manuel’s precarious posi- 
tion and his need of political and ecclesiastical support, Vatatzes 
sent to him a delegation (1231), proposing political and ecclesias- 
tical union 4. Manuel had no other alternative but to accept. 
Already, several of his bishoprics were under the control of the 
Bulgarian clergy, including Thessalonica®. To check their ex- 


gelos was faced 
rain, Asen Il or 
politically and 


1. Acr. p. 44. 1-4; Alexander Vasiliev, History of the Byzantine Empire, 
(Madison, Wisc., 1964), pp. 524-525. Drinov, op. eit., p. 3. m. 4. 

2. Nicol, op. cit., p. 114; Ostrogorsky, loc. cit. P. Nikov, «Curkovnata 
politika na Ivan Asenja Il, Bulgarska Istorideska Biblioteka, I11 (1980), 
65ff. 

3. In the fall of 12341, Manuel commissioned Bardanes to go to Italy 
to negotiate with Pope Gregory IX Epiros’ ecclesiastical submission to Rome. 
Bardanes had hardly arrived in Italy when Manuel decided to recall him. 
Under the pressure of his clergy, Manuel decided instead of union with Rome 
to enter into negotiations with Nicaea. For the details of Bardanes’ mission 


to Italy and his correspondence with the Roman clergy and the epee 


Frederick II, see the study of Hoeck and Loenerta, 
4. Acr. p. 48. 25; p.' 82. 18-46. 


i 


5. Nicol, op. cit., pp. 144-415. 
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Macedonia, Manuel entered into nego- 
compromising the eae in- 
i e and at the same time forsaking any pre- 
Samy ee ey throne. Pressed by the circumstances and 
the patriarch’s urgent messages ®, Manuel finally decided «to 
remove the disgrace of the schism which divided Greeks from 
Greeks» 7, by acknowledging the jurisdictional prerogatives of the 
patriarch in his territories. He only asked that: his bishops be 
excused from travelling to Nicaea to have their appointments 
ratified there by the patriarch. He also insisted that the synod 
of his state be allowed the right of electing its bishops because 
the trip to Nicaea from Epiros was long and dangerous. If the 
patriarch found this proposal unacceptable, perhaps the Nicene 
hierarchy could ratify their episcopal appointments by sending 
to Epiros a legate to act as his plenipotentiary °. 
Patriarch Germanos assumed an uncompromising stand. 
The dangers are not worth mentioning, he answered, considering 
that the unity of the Church is still at stake ®. To continue arguing, 
it will only prolong the schism. Thus, he decided, with the con- 
sent of his synod, to send to Epiros as his plenipotentiary, Chri- 
stophoros the bishop of Ankyra 7°. 
In the meantime, under Manuel’s auspices, a general synod 
of the western clergy convened in Thessalonica, at which a let- 
ter from the patriarch was read about the union (Summer 1232) 1. 


pansion into Epiros and 
tiations with Nicaea, thus 


6. That Patriarch Germanos II had been constantly pressing Ma- 
~~ to enter into negotiations with Vatatzes is evinced from Manuel’s letter 
a II (1232), in Miklosich and Miiller, op. cit., III, p. 60: «pOdver 
to ts ae wal lyse udic Tatpixaic mooxatarapBdvery xab xa00dx- 
ety mpb>... tov THe ws deopdy taic mapavé 
pete as Aare sige, paivéceciv...» Cf. Laurent, Les 
“ns ibid., « ty tO th y Can 
sieeadeacs . oe THC Siactéaews SverSoc & judy tiv Pouatov...»; 
8. wbid., p. 61. 


9. ibid., pp. 62-63. Cf. L 
Wik a os: aurent, Les Regestes, No. 1263, pp. 72-74. 


; F The election of Christo h i 
in Epiros este phoros as Patriarchal 
Mane Fae seis ee on August 6, 1232, (ibid., p. 65), and ae 
Nicol, op. cit, p. 119. Ch. Lemont, P..“t2 P: 123, an error repeated also by 
11. This letter of Nestea Les Regestes, No. 1264, pp. 71-72. 
its contents can be surmised trom Barra ee eno cetBy is now lost but 
134-136 and Hoeck ona = Bardanes’ reply. See, Kurtz, op. cit., pp. 
preserved only in a L ms edt cul., pp. 191-193. Bardanes’ letter has 
atin translation by Baronius. For this translation, 






archal message was favorably received 


atri ; an ynod 
ae ed Bardanes with the task of drafting a reply ‘Accor 
; y; 


pardanes proceeded to inform the patriarch of th 
cision concerning the union and the patriarchal 
raise and thanksgiving, he wrote, they convened in Thesgaloni 
ar the patriarch’s benevolent instructions. His message prs 
the union filled them with great joy and in response they bi, 
mously acknowledged his spiritual superiority, repenting of their 
ast sis and affirmed with him the union by placing themselves 
under his jurisdiction as his obedient sons 12, The synod also pro- 
mised to communicate the patriarch’s message of union to all 
those who were absent from the assembly 1°. 

The implementation of the union, however, was carried out 
by Christophoros, the patriarchal exarch. Shortly after his ar- 
rival in the West, (1233), Christophoros convened a synod 
at which he officially announced to the clergy of Macedonia and 
Epiros the healing of the schism *. Bardanes did not attend this 
synod because he was ill *. However, he wrote to the exarch prais- 
ing his endeavors towards the union and assuring him of his sup- 
port %. He also extended to him an invitation to visit Corfu, 
qone of the lowliest and most remote of all the bishoprics» 1. 


eir synod’s de- 
Message. With 


to he 





see Ed. Kurtz, «Georgios Bardanes, Metropolit von Kerkyras, Byzantinische ad 
Zeitschrift, XV (1906), 603. Cf. Laurent, Les Regestes, No. 1255, p. 64. “y 
12. Hoeck and Loenertz, op. cit., p. 192; Kurtz, «Christophoros von Ee” 
Ankyra», op. cit., p. 135: «Cum primum nobis patriarchales lectae fuerunt = 
itterae et omnia in eis contenta a principio usque ad finem toto ut par erat ss 
accepimus corde, quaenam lingua muta remansit? Quodnam os ad hymnos 
gratiarum plenos non erupit?» ie 
13. ibid., p. 193; Kurta, p. 136. It seems that the synod was 
not a general one and that there were many absent. As a result, henstiie Ks 
clamation of the union was officially ratified by a minority. Pia ie 
is every reason to believe that the proclamation of the union went Pea, 
fect and was eventually accepted by everyone in Macedonia 
14. Bardanes in a letter of his to Christophoros briefly allv 
activities of the exarch in the West. Kurta, «Christophoros vom “°° 
cit., p. 189. By - 
15. ibid. 
16. ibid., p. 139, 140. pe 
17. ibid., p. 140: «...loms dé xat h tis li ge 
KatdtEoK ugon tatta xual emt Tod< Oapachods juss xareP _ : 
xatodc uol emurnSerdtatos... nak yap dmdoy ag Tapevea & 
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For the activities of Bardanes as Metr 
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: ted by Manuel . 

The declaration of ae = fp tite II, he Pi. 

Jos. In a letter e aoe ity of the patriarch promising that ¢hen_ 

ccboipiaiiga A aeviaon but one nation united in its praise to 

ceforth ne techie whose name will be continually commemo. 
ares ] hignare's with words of praises *. Manuel also in- 
eg es of Christophoros’ safe arrival and warm recep- 
gee Meh the outset of the negotiations, Germanos had asked the 
Epirote synod to provide his exarch with some revenue so he 
could finance himself during his stay in Epiros. In a letter of 
his to the Epirote clergy, the patriarch argued that according to 
the Scriptures *, «thou shall not muzzle the ox when he treadeth 
out the corm. It is then proper, he said, that his exarch be gi- 
ven what is right and customary in order to support himself 
during his stay with them. The fact that the Epirote clergy assu- 
med the responsibility of financing Christophoros’ days in Epiros 
attests to the reestablishment of the patriarch’s authority over 
them. This can be also evinced by the fact that the patriarch 
commissioned his exarch while in Epiros to investigate the sta- 
tus of certain monasteries which claimed stauropegion status 72 
a8 Patriarchal foundations 8, Christophoros was instructed to con- 
vene a synod and together with the local bishops to determine 
their true status. 

In addition, the patriarch instructed Christophoros to con- 
front the ecclesiastical leadership of Theodore Angelos and call 
them into account for violating the canons. Thus, Bardanes plan- 
ned to meet Christophoros although the outcome of their encounter 


is not known %4, Chomatianos was also called into account, among 

pe ee 

madakes, «Ot Ayo. sob 
18. Kurtz, «Christ 
19. ibid., p. 133, 
ig Deuteronomy 25:4. 1 Tim. 5:48. 

1. Kurtz, ‘Christophorog von Ankyray j 

re Meira 1964, 90 yrap, oP: cut., p. 136, 137. CE. Laurent, 
22. See, P. 42 n, 44, 
23. Kurtz, «Chris 


istophoros von Ank 

Les Regestes, No, 1265, 9, 95, YTa, op. cit., Pp. 137-139. Cf. Laurent, 
Bardon, iat Bardanes met with Christop 
198: init Prise Otranto; Hoeck and Loenertz, op, cit, p. 


Aeorozdzon ric “Hrelpoun, op. cu., pp. 43-52. 
ophoros yon Ankyra», op. cit., p. 132. 









































elaine for ordaining a bishop to the see of Soe: 
othe which was normally under the jurisdiction of the Metro 
opric of Thessalonica. Chomatianos appealed to the aaa 
eee that the see of Servion had lost its leadership Peo 
argum occupation *. When it was again liberated the neighbor. 
Pe at ihoge were hesitant to ordain a bis because tern 
verially the Church of Servion was not under their jurisdicti 
sidering the needs of this diocese and the Suffering it had en- ot 
ei. Chomatianos had decided, to ordain ; bishop. ¢I ordained 
him», Chomatianos declared ¢and therefore | ee 


a bish. 


if ¢ 


alone stand r 
sible before God whom I call as my witness that I am not aia a: 


novator..-»* The Church Fathers as well as the canons Rae 
that under special circumstances it Is permissible to deviate from 
the prescribed tradition re To show that the situation in the East 
was no better than theirs (in the West), he bitterly added - 
Those institutions which once beautified 
Byzantium so as to be called the most 
splendid of the cities — the kingship oe 
and the priesthood — alas, now ornate > 
the capital of Bithynia [Nicaea] and the . 
once glorious Byzantine now suffers to 
see his former splendor be claimed by Ae Ny 
the lowly Bithynian. If these injusticies —— Wet 
cannot be censured, then I believe that ee ae 
ours should also be spared. *§ — = Bes | 
The outcome of Chomatianos’ case is unknown. 7s 


danes was actually invited by Manuel Angelos to come to ee 
with Christophoros; «Quoniam igitur responsivis litteris Comnea.s 
25. Pitra, Analecta, op. cit., cols. 577-588. Meliarakes, Pe 
dated this letter of Chomatianos before the healing of the 
other hand, Nicol, op. cit. p. 124, n. 49, briefly mentions 
sent a letter to Germanos II concerning the ordination on 
vion but instead of citing the text of Chomatianos’ 
126, n. 19, he gives cols. 501-504, containing a es 
nuel Angelos on «the problem of second marriage an ss 
thereof», eee 
26. Pitra, op. cit., col 588: «. ..évretOev eee 
dy xebetn xal épodorords... odte why h SroBarrouevn | 
2 xlyqua, yerpd< uty dvOéxaarov, odds Bt oe 
*aLov xal doudtov Exéoa énapyla mpovouetont 7 
27. ibid. cols. 581; 587-588. 
28. ibid., col. 588. 
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of the Epirote triad, entered a monastery 


t : ; 
Apocaucos, To the day of his encounter with Christopho- 
in Kozyle waiting the bishop of Ioanninon, Apocaucog 


f his to 
= = awe : intervene with the exarch on his behalf 30, 
begge 


His agony was ponies was expecting the day he was to 
be brought taba i Kozyle, [he wrote] but 
I am bedridden receiving threatening 
messages and abusing letters from the 
exarch. Yet I disregard them because 
I believe in justice... but I do 
hope that you can intervene on my 
behalf because I hear that you are 
his friend *. 
From his retreat, Apocaucos also wrote to George Choniates, his 
successor to the see of Naupactos about his poverty and illness 
and how he was deserted by people whom he had considered all 
along his friends *. Disgraced and left without support, Apo- 
caucos ended his days in Kozyle, believing that eventually his 
actions would be justified. 

Henceforth, relations between Nicaea and Epiros were nor- 
mal. Nicephoros Blemmydes, who travelled in several places in 
Greece (1238 - 1239), searching for manuscripts, visited Epiros as 
a guest of Michael II, the ruler who had succeeded Manuel 33. 
After his return to Nicaea, Blemmydes wrote to thank Michael 
II and his wife Theodora for their hospitality *4. The fact that 
Blemmydes travelled freely in Epiros carrying with him letters 
of recommendation from Vatatzes indicates that the relations be- 
tween the two states, politically and ecclesiastically were quite 
normal. Blemmydes during his visit in Epiros, said, that Michael 
II offered him the vacant see of Achrida but he had to decline 
the offer obeying Vatatzes’ order to return fast to Nicaea *. If 


29. Kurtz, «Chri ; 
a z, «Christophoros yon Ankyra», op. eut., p. 140. 
31. ibid, 
es 

. nit = Haspah Poulos: Kerameus, CABnvaixd & to 1B" ral ty’ ailédvos», 
33. Bl } P- 289. Ct. Laurent, Les Regestes, No. 1266, pp. 75-76. 
* : ae. Curriculum, Op. cit., p. 36 ) 

- 9. B. Bury, «Inedita Nicephori Blemmydaes, Byzantinische Zet- 


> af 3 
35. Bl 4 P. nae 


emmydes, Curriculum, Op. cit. pp. 36-37. 
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CONCLUSION 


rator of Constantinople and possesgop of the B fe 
That this was his real goal could have hard] d es 1 

of his ecclesiastics who hoped that he wid ee seus a yi 
and restore the Empire. As a result, they were prepared to risk 
a schism with the Nicene-based Patriarchate hoping that it rT 
only be a temporary matter. But their commitment and oer % a 
towards their ruler’s policies was prompted by another consi 1 - a 
There was no bond or feeling of allegiance that. could unite them 
with the patriarch — except of their common faith and heritage itage. 
Their loyalties, however, were different from his and that was 
very important in their relations. This consideration alone had 
actually convinced them that they were entitled to a certain Moe 
gree of ecclesiastical autonomy. Si ie ae 


But whereas for the ecclesiastics of Epiros, jurisdictional au- _ a 
tonomy from the Nicene-based Patriarchate meant freedom to 
choose their own bishops, for Theodore Angelos it meant a step 
towards the creation of an independent state free of the pc 
religious influence of Nicaea. ghee oasas 

On their part, the Epirote clergy sought to justify 
clesiastical policies within the precepts of the canons of 
by appealing to the principle of economia which 
laxity in the observance of the canons when the 
made it necessary. And indeed, the western hi 
4 good case for their defense. Since Nicaea ar 
tically independent of each other, the Chu 
no other alternative but to adapt itself 
stances by following their rulers’ pol cae 
ved the policies of Theodore Ange an 
rity, the Epirote clergy asked the pati ee hes 
Privilege of appointing to their bishoprics the 
and the right to conduct their afl 
cretion. : ees 


g 
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— ever, these demands were qu; 

For the ‘ae denial both his jurisdictional ee 
ceptable Re amiehin gs of the canons of the Church. Besides, the 
tives and onsidered the rulers of Epiros as mere upstarts who 
Ps his authority and that of the Lascarids. 
had aa they could not find an acceptable solution, the Clergieg 
‘ nn states were faced with the dilemma of either Supporting 
the policies of their respective rulers, thus heading towards Q 
schism, or keeping aloof of politics. The first alternative, however, 
seemed more pragmatic than the latter. Considering that the 
Church was intimately linked with the State and given the circum- 
stances that had followed the fall of 1204, the clergies of the 

two states did what was actually expected of them : they sup- 
ported the policies of their rulers whom they believed to be. divi- 
nely-appointed to rule over them. 

Despite the fact that they were prepared to encounter the 
worse, the Epirotes, throughout their conflict with Nicaea, were 
placed in the defensive. Their policies were summarily condemn- 
ed and no outside support was ever given to them. Even when 
Theodore Angelos was proclaimed to the throne, there were peo- 
ple like Constantine Mesopotamites, the Metropolitan of Thes- 
salonica, who condemned their actions. 

On the contrary, the Nicene State enjoyed greater prestige 
than Epiros and this because its founder, Theodore Lascaris, had 
been unanimously acclaimed as the legitimate heir to the Byza- 
ntine throne. His proclamation and coronation was acclaimed not 
only in Nicaea but even by the Greeks of many Latin-controlled 
territories. In addition, Theodore had made his capital the tem- 
porary residence of the Constantinopolitan Patriarch whose spi- 
ritual authority was acknowledged everywhere, even by the Epi- 
rotes themselves, Thus, Nicaea could boast that it had preserved 
the Byzantine court with its century-long traditions and above 
- Spiritual leadership of the Church — the patriarch and his 

od. | 
bly eis hand, the cause of the Angeloi was considera- 
pllmaetin, y the fact that they lacked the support of the 
aaa. hae Theodore Lascaris was crowned by the pa 
of lesser rank th rect had to be crowned et : cle 
eee ° autocephalous Archbishop of Achrida. To be 
8° was of nobler stock than that of Lascaris and 





this was greatly emphasized by hig Supporters. Yet, his claims 
to the tumperium suffered a serious setback because they were 
condemned by the patriarch whom Theodore Angelos had in- 
sulted through his ecclesiastical policies, 

The only way then by which Theodore could have changed 
the attitude of the patriarch and of those who had not committed 
themselves to his cause was to materialize everyone’s dream : 
to liberate Constantinople and restore the see of the Empire. 

In fact, it was because of this consideration that his clergy 
risked the schism with Nicaea believing that Theodore Angelos 
was destined to become basileus and autocrator of the Greeks. 
However, when this proved a mere illusion, they readily aban- 

doned their religious policies succumbing to the demands of the 
patriarch never to question his spiritual or jurisdictional autho- 


rity again. 








SUMMARY 


As a result of the political disintegration that follo ed 
j t 
of Constantinople (1204), the hierarch followed the fall 


y of the Orthodox Church in 
Nicaea and Epiros was involved into an ecclesiastical controversy 
which reflected the political antagon 


oe ism of its secular leadership. 
Its involvement in this dispute was inevitable as the issues at stake 


concerned the claims of their respective rulers to theimperium 
and to the jurisdictional authority of the Constantinopolitan Pa- 
triarch whose see was then temporarily transferred to Nicaea. 

Whereas most Byzantine historians have overlooked the Ni- 
cene-Epirote ecclesiastical conflict, (with the single exception of Acro- 
polites who only sporadically mentions it), the Epirote and Nicene 
prelates engaged in an extensive correspondence which is the only 
record preserved of the Nicene-Epirote encounter. A primary objec- 
tive of this study then is to present and systematically to examine 
the correspondence of these ecclesiastics, (John Apocaucos, Deme- 
trios Chomatianos and George Bardanes of Epiros and Manuel 
Sarantenos and Germanos II of Nicaea), within the content of 
the imperial power rivalry of the Angeloi of Epiros and the Lasca- 
rids of Nicaea. 

To assert Epiros’ independence from the Lascarids and in 
order to challenge their claims to power, Theodore Angelos of Epi- 
ros initiated a policy of ecclesiastical self-determination. Thus, his 
clergy would not acknowledge any longer the jurisdictional autho- 
rity of the Patriarch or for that matter his episcopal appointments 
for Epiros. Theodore’s policy was accepted by his clergy which sought 
to justify it to the Patriarch by recounting the anomalous circum- 
stances which had followed the fall of the Empire. The Patriarch, 
however, considered this policy as an act of rebellion against his 
authority and warned the Epirotes that their actions were contrary 
to the canons. 


By opposing the jurisdictional authority of the Patriarch; a = 
Angelos and his clergy were not only gues en the P ve bat 
thority but were also challenging the rights to the throne of ae 


carids under whose patronage the Patriarch functioned. Accordin 
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reir reasoning, if they had acknowleged the Patriarch’s autho 
it would have meant 


‘ rity 
that they were also acknowledging the Lascarids 
= as the heirs to the Byzantine throne. But since Th. Angelos had 
oe, eee designs for the imperium ul Was imperative to establish 
nis state as both politically and ecclestastically independent. Of course 
his clergy knew that his ecclesiastical policies would inevitably see 
ate a schism with Nicaea. But they also believed that ecclesiasticg] 

autonomy was a necessary concomitant of their ruler’s policies. 
With Theodore’s anointment and coronation in Thessalonica 
the schism between the clergies of Nicaea and Epiros became final, 
Fortunately for the unity of the Orthodox Church this schism lasted 
only a decade. In fact, after the defeat of Th. Angelos at Klocotnica 
(1230), his kingdom rapidly declined and with it also his plans 
for an autonomous Epirote Church. Permanently reduced to sery;- 
tude, Epiros was forced to acknowledge once again the sovereignty 
of the Lascarids along with the spiritual and jurisdictional autho- 

rity of the Patriarch. 
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Date ‘ . . i 
1. 1249 Patriarch Manuel I to Apocaucos ae : 
g, 4249 Apocaucos to Patriarch Manuel be. oF be 

Be 2 eae: 
3. 1249 Synodicon for Bardanes’ election _ 
4 1222 Patriarch Manuel I to Apocauces eS 
—response to V V f° 4922“ foaee Se 
5. 1222 Apocaucos to Patriarch Manuel | = 
6, 1225 Synodicon for Theodore Angelos’ 


imperial proclamation Z 
7. 1225-26 Pittakion to Patriarch Germanos : 


8. 1225-26 Chomatianos to Patriarch Baten 
9. 1225-26 Ano 


10. 1226-27 Patriarch Germanos II to Epir 


Response to V V n° resi 
11. -Seosers Patriarch Germanos II to 


12, > 2226-37 
rT —compsed 


13. 1226-27 Chomatianos to 


14. 1226-27 


Wey 
Pitra J. in 


Lasts : 
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Patriarch Germanos II to Despot 
Manuel Doucas —mentioned in M M 


III, cap. XIII, 59-62. 
Despot Manuel Doucas to Patriarch 
Germanos II 
17. 1232 Patriarch Germanos II to Despot 
Manuel Doucas 


18. 1232 Commission of Christophoros bishop 
of Ankyra as patriarchal Exarch 


19. 1232 Patriarch Germanos II to Epirote 
clergy —message of Union. 


Mentioned in Kurtz BZ 134-136 and 
Hoeck - Loenertz 191-193. 


20. 1233 Despot Manuel Doucas to Patriarch 
Germanos II 


24... 4238 Synodal letter to Patriarch Germanos 
II —written by Bardanes— 


22. 1233 Patriarch Germanos II to Epirote 
clergy about the financial support 
of the Exarch Christophoros 

Patriarch Germanos II to Epirote 


clergy about patriarchal foundations 
in the West 


Bardanes to Exarch Christophoros 


23. 1233 


24. 1233 


25. 1233 Chomatianos to Patri 
fa. ae 


MM 


arch Germanos II 
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